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PERCEVIED DESERVINGNESS OF NARCISSISTIC INDIVIDUALS ii 
Abstract  
Previous research has explored how narcissism relates to empathy and deservingness. It has been 
suggested that not only do narcissistic individuals lack empathy for others, but also that others 
lack empathy for narcissists when they experience misfortunes. It is not clear if this is because 
the narcissists’ own behaviour is believed to have contributed to the misfortune or because of 
their over-arching personality. The present research aimed to explore how narcissism affects 
empathy and perceptions of deservingness. Study 1 (N=962) investigated whether the target 
person’s amount of control over the negative outcome influenced how deserving they were 
perceived to be and how empathetic others were toward them. This was further explored by 
manipulating whether the target person was narcissistic and measuring the participants’ 
narcissism. The results demonstrated that participants had less empathy toward and perceived the 
narcissistic target as more deserving than the non-narcissistic target, particularly for participants 
low in narcissism. These results were not affected by whether the target had control or not. Study 
2 (N=851) extended these findings by introducing a positive outcome condition.  Participants 
expressed less empathy for the narcissistic target than the non-narcissistic target, but this did not 
differ based on participants’ narcissism. Participants also perceived the narcissistic target as 
more deserving of the negative outcome and less deserving of the positive outcome, which was 
particularly true for participants high in grandiose, but not vulnerable narcissism. The findings of 
these two studies demonstrate that it may not be a narcissistic person’s direct preceding actions 
that determine whether they are perceived to deserve the outcome and receive empathy.  
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PERCEVIED DESERVINGNESS OF NARCISSISTIC INDIVIDUALS 1 
Introduction 
When people learn about another’s misfortune it is likely they will spontaneously 
consider whether it was deserved or not. One’s reaction to hearing about a hard-working 
colleague being fired from their job could be different from hearing about their co-worker who 
always naps on the job losing their job. How deserving a person is perceived to be of an outcome 
may be determined by a number of different factors (Feather, 2006). One factor may be the 
degree of narcissism of the person being judged. Previous research has found support for the 
possibility that narcissistic individuals are perceived as more deserving of negative outcomes 
than non-narcissistic individuals. This has been found to be particularly true for perceivers that 
are low in narcissism (Zhao & Jordan, 2019).  
People may commonly think of Narcissistic Personality Disorder (NPD) when they hear 
about narcissism. However, research has expanded to explore trait narcissism, which varies 
normally within the general population. Trait narcissism is a dimensional personality 
characteristic. The assessment of trait narcissism is typically done through self-report measures 
in a non-clinical setting (Miller & Campbell, 2010).  
           Research suggests that narcissism can be broken down into several subdimensions. The 
most commonly distinguished dimensions of narcissism are grandiose narcissism and vulnerable 
narcissism. Grandiose narcissism has historically been the most widely researched expression of 
narcissism. Individuals high in grandiose narcissism have high self-esteem, an inflated sense of 
their abilities, and display interpersonal dominance and aggression (Zajenkowski et al., 2018). 
Conversely, individuals high in vulnerable narcissism have low and fluctuating self-esteem, a 
need for external validation, and strive to avoid embarrassment. However, similar to grandiose 
narcissism, those high in vulnerable narcissism have a strong sense of entitlement and a desire 





for social recognition (Edershile et al., 2020). My present research will primarily focus on 
grandiose narcissism. Across two studies, I will focus on how individuals respond to someone 
who is either high or low in grandiose narcissism. In both studies, I will measure the participants’ 
degree of trait grandiose narcissism. In Study 2, I will also measure the participants’ degree of 
vulnerable narcissism in order to compare if individuals high in both expressions of narcissism 
react to others who are high in narcissism in the same way. However, the primary focus of my 
research is grandiose narcissism. Throughout the introduction, I review research that focuses on 
grandiose narcissism, unless otherwise noted. 
Empathy 
In the present research, I will also examine whether people are less likely to empathize 
with more narcissistic individuals. Empathy is sharing another's emotions and perspective 
(Hodges & Myers, 2007). Empathy can be understood within two subtypes: cognitive empathy 
and affective empathy. Cognitive empathy occurs when someone recognizes another’s emotional 
state and takes on their perspective. Affective empathy occurs when a person shares the other’s 
emotions (Chrysikou & Thompson, 2015). When observing another’s misfortune, affective 
empathy includes feelings of sympathy and compassion. 
More specifically, empathy occurs when one’s current affective state mirrors another’s 
who is being observed. The perceiver is also aware that their current affective state has been 
triggered by the other’s (de Vignemont & Singer, 2006).  This response was previously thought 
to be automatic, however, research has begun to show that there may be a modulation of the 
empathic response. Situational cues may play a role in how empathic a person is in response to 
another’s pain. A study found that within the Prisoner’s Dilemma game, whether the confederate 
played fairly or not modulated if the male participants empathized with the player. It was also 





suggested that the likability of the player influenced how much empathy they received (Singer et 
al, 2006). In another study, it was found that if the pain was justified, there was a smaller 
empathic response (Lamm et al., 2007). This past research demonstrates that the extent to which 
people express empathy for another person may depend on different situational factors. In my 
present research I will explore how narcissism affects empathic responses as a potential 
situational factor.  
In another study, participants were presented with a vignette to test how empathy relates 
to narcissism. The participants were shown one of four versions of a vignette that was ostensibly 
written by a previous participant describing a break-up. The different vignettes indicated the 
target either had mild (e.g., missing his partner) or severe (e.g., overwhelming depression) 
reactions to the break-up. The amount of control the target had over the break-up was also 
manipulated: The target either indicated that he saw the breakup coming (high-control) or that he 
had not seen it coming (low-control). It was found that participants high in narcissism reported 
experiencing less empathy toward the target regardless of the severity of the situation, and the 
degree of control the target possessed over the outcome (Hepper et al., 2014). These findings 
demonstrate that more narcissistic individuals are generally less empathic toward others’ 
misfortunes, but it does not address the question of whether people are generally more or less 
empathic toward others who are high in narcissism. 
The extent to which narcissistic individuals empathize with others has been well 
researched; however, there is little known about how people in general empathize with 
narcissistic individuals. As noted above, de Vigmont and Signer (2006) found that people 
empathize less with others who they perceive to behave less fairly or who they like less. Based 
on these findings, one might expect that people will empathize less with narcissistic individuals. 





Narcissistic individuals are known to typically value fairness less (Mededovic & Petrovic, 2016) 
and are generally less likable (Zhao & Jordan, 2019), therefore it is likely they would also 
receive less empathy from others.   
Zhao and Jordan (2019) investigated other’s empathy for narcissistic individuals in a 
recent study. They asked participants to listen to several interview audio clips ostensibly taken 
from an interview with a previous participant. The interview answers were either characteristic 
of someone high, moderate, or low in narcissism. The participants also heard the same student 
describe a difficult romantic break-up they recently experienced. The researchers found that the 
participants, particularly those who were low in narcissism, empathized less with a target who 
was moderate or high in narcissism than a non-narcissistic target (Zhao & Jordan, 2019).   
Zhao and Jordan (2019) speculated that the low narcissism participants' lack of empathy 
for the narcissistic target may be due to their generalizing of the narcissistic targets’ negative 
tendencies. People view narcissism as a negative trait; observing evidence of narcissism in 
targets could suggest that they deserved the break-up because they likely behaved negatively in 
the relationship. Indeed, Zhao and Jordan also found that participants low in narcissism thought 
that more narcissistic targets were more deserving of the negative outcomes of the breakup. My 
present research aims to further build on the findings of this research. 
In a series of studies, I will explore the possible reasons why people—particularly those 
low in narcissism themselves—empathize less with narcissistic individuals and see them as more 
deserving of negative outcomes. I will accomplish this in a number of ways.  First, I will test 
whether this pattern of results holds for a non-social misfortune. This will be done by shifting 
from a relationship break-up to a physical injury. Because narcissists may be expected to behave 
in disagreeable ways, they may be particularly likely to be seen as causing negative social 





outcomes themselves. If they are also seen as deserving and receive less empathy for other kinds 
of negative outcomes (like a physical injury), it would suggest this is not simply because they are 
seen as having caused these negative outcomes through their own actions. Similarly, I will 
directly manipulate the vignette in order to affect perceptions of control further (i.e., linking the 
injury directly to the target’s behaviour or not). If a narcissistic target is seen as deserving a 
negative outcome even when they had little control over it, it will suggest that perceptions of 
narcissistic individuals deserving negative outcomes is not simply due to them being perceived 
to have caused their own misfortunes directly. 
With these extensions, I aim to investigate what the driving factors are for why people 
lack empathy for narcissistic individuals and why narcissistic individuals are viewed as more 
deserving of negative outcomes. I will explore whether perceptions of deservingness depend on 
the individual having control over the outcome. Zhao and Jordan’s earlier work was successful in 
showing that people tend to empathize with narcissists less, however the reason for this is still 
unclear. With my present research, I will work to build more of an understanding of why this 
difference occurs by using a non-social outcome and manipulating the individual’s degree of 
control over the outcome.  
Deservingness 
It is common for people to form judgments of how much individuals deserve the 
outcomes they receive. Researchers have tried to understand the criteria that affect judgments of 
whether an outcome is deserved or not. One of the most prominent models of the factors that 
affect judgments of deservingness focuses on the actions preceding an outcome (Feather, 2011). 
This model states that people perceive outcomes as deserved when positive actions lead to 
positive outcomes (e.g., studying for a test then getting a good mark) and negative actions lead to 





negative outcomes (e.g., not studying for a test then failing the test). Conversely, people perceive 
outcomes as undeserved when negative actions lead to positive outcomes (e.g., not studying for a 
test, but still getting a good mark) and positive actions lead to negative outcomes (e.g., studying 
for a test, but then failing the test).   
An additional factor that may affect perceptions of deservingness is the relationship 
between the target and the perceiver (Feather, 2006). This relationship is what Feather refers to 
as the person-other variable. The person-other variable indicates whether the perceiver likes or 
dislikes the target or has a shared social identity. A well-liked person will be judged as more 
deserving of positive outcomes and less deserving of negative outcomes than a disliked person. I 
will assess how much the participants report liking the target to explore the relation between 
liking and perceptions of deservingness. Based on previous research, I expect that given that 
narcissistic individuals have been found to be liked less than others (Zhao & Jordan, 2019) this 
will relate to them being empathized with less and viewed as more deserving of negative 
outcomes.  
There may be several factors that work together to affect perceptions of deservingness. 
Feather (1999) argues that a combination of a person's actions, their entitlement to the outcome 
(the result of an agreed upon set of rules or norms), and their need for the outcome that 
determine perceptions of deservingness. These factors themselves would be further determined 
by the set of values that perceivers hold as important. Feather explains that an individual's values 
will influence how they evaluate a situation in a top-down manner. These values could be related 
to an individual’s moral foundations. Moral foundations theory (MFT) breaks down variations in 
everyone’s morality into four categories. These categories reflect how people respond to 
different moral dilemmas (Graham et al, 2013). It is possible that what a person views as morally 





sound may influence whether they perceive a particular person’s outcomes to be deserved. For 
example, a person who values fairness highly may view an individual negatively if they are seen 
as inherently self-serving, as someone who is narcissistic may be. In my present research, I will 
assess participants’ moral foundations and analyze if there is a relationship between these values 
and their perceptions of a target’s deservingness. Given that narcissistic individuals are 
characteristically selfish, I expect that someone who values fairness highly will perceive a more 
narcissistic target as more deserving of negative outcomes and less deserving of positive 
outcomes.   
 After reading the previously discussed research, there are still a number of questions to 
be answered. A person’s deservingness may be determined by more than just their preceding 
actions. People may form opinions of whether an outcome is deserved based on how much they 
like someone, or how moral they perceive the target to be, which could relate to their own moral 
foundations. Limited research has also explored how narcissism relates to determinants of 
deservingness. My present research will draw from what we have learned so far in an attempt to 
further understand narcissism’s role in deservingness perceptions. I will explore whether 
narcissistic individuals are perceived as more deserving of negative outcomes, even when the 
outcome is not obviously influenced by their behaviours. This will help in understanding whether 
people have less empathy for narcissistic individuals, and perceive them as more deserving of 
negative outcomes, because of their direct actions leading to the outcomes, or because of other 
factors, such as whether they are less likable or perceived to be less moral. 
Study 1 
I built from Zhao and Jordan’s (2019) earlier findings to design the first study. Zhao and 
Jordan found that participants viewed narcissistic targets as more deserving of a break-up. It is 





possible that this finding was due to participants believing that a narcissistic person would 
behave negatively in a relationship, and as a result deserved that outcome. Based on this possible 
explanation, I manipulated the amount of control the target had over an outcome, or the extent to 
which narcissistic behaviour might have contributed directly to an outcome. I also tested whether 
people would view a narcissistic individual as more deserving of a non-social negative outcome. 
To achieve this, I designed a non-social scenario, in which the target breaks his leg and I 
manipulated the circumstances that led to the injury. In one condition the injury was the result of 
aggressive, possibly reckless skiing (high control). In the other, it was due simply to slipping on 
ice in a parking lot (low control).  
I predicted that targets who have more control over the outcome would be perceived as 
more deserving of the outcome overall. It is possible that the narcissistic target would be 
perceived as especially deserving of the negative outcome in the high control condition only, if 
such perceptions of deservingness depend on negative outcomes being perceived as caused by 
narcissistic behaviour. However, it is also possible that participants will perceive the narcissistic 
target as more deserving than the non-narcissistic target, regardless of their level of control over 
the outcome. If this alternative prediction is true, then it would suggest that participants are not 
determining the target’s deservingness based solely on their preceding actions. Instead, the 
perception of deservingness could be determined by other factors related to the narcissism of the 
target, such as the likability or perceived morality of the target.  
I expected that participants would like a narcissistic target less than a non-narcissistic 
target overall. Further, I predicted that participants who are low in narcissism would like a 
narcissistic target less than participants who are high in narcissism do. Liking of the target in this 
study cannot be affected by the target’s control over the negative outcome (by fall condition) 





because it is assessed prior to the target describing the negative outcome. Finally, I predicted that 
the effect of target narcissism on perceptions of deservingness would be mediated by liking, and 
that these effects would be moderated by the participant’s degree of narcissism. Similarly, I 
predicted that participants would perceive a narcissistic target as less moral than a non-
narcissistic target overall, and that participants who are low in narcissism would perceive a 
narcissistic target as less moral than a non-narcissistic target. I further predicted that perceptions 
of morality would mediate the effect of target narcissism (moderated by participant narcissism) 
on perceptions of deservingness. To further test the role of perceptions of morality in perceiving 
narcissistic individuals as more deserving of negative outcomes, I also tested the role of 
participants’ moral foundations. In particular, because selfishness could violate concern with 
fairness (i.e., by prioritizing one’s own needs ahead of others’), I predicted that participants who 
particularly value fairness would be more likely to perceive narcissistic targets as less moral and 
more deserving of a negative outcome. In Study 1, I used a between-subjects experimental 
design to test the hypotheses. 
Methods 
Participants 
The sample for Study 1 consisted of 1200 participants recruited through Amazon 
Mechanical Turk. Any participants who began but did not complete the survey were removed. I 
then removed any participants with duplicate IP addresses. I then removed participants with 
invariant responding. This was determined by first averaging the items on the Rosenberg Self-
Esteem Scale without reverse coding any items. I then calculated the standard deviation for each 
participant’s average score. I removed anyone with a standard deviation less than one and a mean 
score on either the high or low end of the scale (i.e., more than one scale point away from the 





midpoint). This pattern of responding indicates insensitivity to the direction of question wording, 
suggesting that participants are likely not reading the questions and responding the same one or 
two numbers repeatedly. Finally, if anyone completed the study in less than a third of the median 
time to complete the study, they were removed. After this, the remaining sample was 962 
participants (51.4% male, 48.2% female, 0.2% other, aged 26-80 M=37.8, 71.2% Caucasian, 
15.4 % African, 3.3% East Asian, 2.4% South Asian, 7.7% other). The participants were 
randomly assigned to one of four conditions evenly.  
Procedure 
Participants were invited to participate in a study of how different personalities respond 
to others’ experiences. They were informed that they would complete a number a personality 
inventories as well as demographic questions. The participants were also told they would listen 
to audio clips from a participant in a previous study. After participants consented to participate, 
they were then able to complete the online survey through Qualtrics.  
 To begin the survey, the participants were presented with several different inventories. 
The participants first completed the Narcissistic Personality Inventory (NPI) and the Narcissistic 
Admiration and Rivalry Questionnaire (NARQ) to assess grandiose narcissism. Following those 
measures, they completed the Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale (RSES). Next, as a distractor 
questionnaire, the participants completed the Preference for Consistency Scale. Finally, the 
participants completed the Moral Foundations Questionnaire. We presented these measures at the 
beginning prior to any manipulations to ensure that the manipulations did not influence how they 
responded.  
Next, the participants were presented with seven audio clips. They were told that these 
clips were taken from a previous study in which the participants were asked to record journal 





entries and answer interview questions. The previous study was said to have asked the 
participants to respond to various questions honestly. They were instructed that we had selected 
seven interview responses from the same participant that we believed best described them. The 
current participants were presented with a written version of each interview question, followed 
by the recorded audio clips of the previous participant’s responses. These clips were actually 
scripted (adapted from Hart et al., 2014) and read by a research assistant. The results of earlier 
studies showed that the scripts successfully manipulate target narcissism (Hart et al., 2014; Zhao 
& Jordan, 2019). The participants were assigned to one of two conditions at this stage: (1) The 
responses given were characteristic of someone high in grandiose narcissism (e.g., “I have 
accomplished more than what most people have accomplished in a lifetime and I’ve still got a 
wide road ahead of me”); or (2) the responses given were characteristic of someone low in 
grandiose narcissism (e.g., “I’m sure there are others more successful than me, but I’m happy 
with my accomplishments”). The participants were never directly told whether the target was 
narcissistic, but instead were provided with responses to the interview questions that were 
characteristic of someone who was narcissistic, or not.   
After listening to the seven audio clips, the participants were asked to complete a few 
more inventories. The first was the PANAS to measure their positive and negative affect. They 
also completed a measure of their liking of the target, and their perceptions of how moral and 
narcissistic they found the target to be. Measuring how narcissistic the participants perceived the 
target to be served two purposes. The first was to check that my manipulation of how narcissistic 
the target is was successful. The second purpose was to test whether the participants’ own 
narcissism influenced how narcissistic they perceived the target to be. I presented these three 





measures directly following the first set of interview questions to ensure that the participants 
general responses were fresh in their minds when responding.  
The participants were then told that they would be presented with a final audio clip 
recorded by the same previous participant. For this clip, the person was ostensibly asked to 
describe a recent difficult situation they have experienced. Again, the participants were assigned 
to one of two conditions: (1) The person described breaking his leg in a reckless skiing accident; 
this condition implies that the target had control over the negative outcome. (2) The person 
describes breaking his leg by slipping on ice in a parking lot; this condition implies that the 
target had little control over the negative outcome. In both conditions, the person goes on to 
describe all of the social, academic, and emotional implications of breaking his leg. He had to 
spend the rest of the trip alone in the chalet while his friends were able to continue skiing. The 
person struggles to get around campus on crutches, and as a result, does not want to go to classes 
as much. He has a hard time sleeping at night with the cast, which is contributing to his everyday 
difficulties. He also feels disconnected from his friends because he cannot go to parties and bars 
as easily with a broken leg. This final audio clip is presented separately from the others because 
it does not contain any narcissism manipulations and was intended to present a misfortune that 
might elicit empathy. Having this clip separate from the others allows the participants to form 
impressions of the target and complete the questionnaires related to their judgment of the target 
prior to then responding to this final clip.  
After listening to the final audio clip, the participants completed an adapted version of the 
Interpersonal Reactivity Index as a measure of empathy, and a measure of how deserving of the 
described outcome they perceived the target to be. The participants completed these measures 





directly after hearing the target describe the above experience to ensure it was fresh in their 
minds when responding.  
Finally, the participants completed demographic information. The participants were then 
debriefed about the true intentions of the study and compensated $1.00 for their participation. 
Measures 
Grandiose Narcissism  
I assessed participants’ grandiose narcissism using two different measures. The first was 
the Narcissistic Personality Inventory (NPI; Raskin & Terry, 1979). For this inventory, 
participants are presented with a series of paired statements. For each item, they are asked to 
select the statement that they most identify with out of the two. One statement in each pair is 
characteristic of someone with narcissism, whereas the other statement is not (e.g., “A. I like 
having authority over people; B. I do not mind following orders”). The number of narcissistic 
responses selected by respondents was summed to form an overall score of trait narcissism. This 
was found to be a highly reliable measure of narcissism (α=.92).  
The second was the Narcissistic Admiration and Rivalry Questionnaire (NARQ; Beck et 
al., 2013). This inventory measures two dimensions of grandiose narcissism: narcissistic 
admiration (α=.92), and narcissistic rivalry (α=.93). Participants are presented with a list of 
statements and asked to indicate how much they agree with each of them. They respond on a 6-
point scale where one indicates they do not agree at all, and six indicates that they agree 
completely. The scale items were averaged according to its subscales, providing a measure of 
each dimension.  






I assessed the participants’ self-esteem using the Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale (RSES; 
Rosenberg, 1965). For this inventory, participants are presented with ten statements. They are 
asked to indicate how much they agree with each on a 9-point Likert scale. This study used this 
scale as a control variable to assess whether any significant findings for grandiose narcissism are 
due mainly to varying self-esteem. It was found to be a reliable measure of self-esteem (α=.91).   
Moral Foundations 
The participants’ moral foundations were tested using the Moral Foundations 
Questionnaire (MFQ; Graham, Haidt, & Nosek, 2009). The MFQ was created based on the 
Moral Foundations Theory. This theory explains the origins of moral foundations. This theory 
breaks morality into five foundations, care/harm, fairness/cheating, loyalty/betrayal, 
authority/subversion, and sanctity/degradation (Graham et al., 2013). This scale will help to 
determine whether participants’ perceptions of deservingness are influenced by their own moral 
foundations. This questionnaire is broken into two parts. In the first part, the respondents are 
asked to indicate to what extent they consider different factors when they decide whether a 
behaviour is morally right or wrong (e.g., whether it caused someone to suffer emotionally). 
They respond on a 6-point scale where zero means that the factor is not at all relevant, and five 
means that it is extremely relevant. The second part of this questionnaire contains several 
statements that the respondents are asked to indicate agreement to on a 6-point scale (i.e., “It is 
better to do good than to do bad”). The responses can be scored on five different subscales: harm 
(α=.71), fairness (α=.67), ingroup (α=.81), authority (α=.78), and purity (α=.87), for each of the 
two parts.  





The participants were also asked to answer questions assessing the perceived morality of 
the target. They responded to three questions asking if they believed the target to be ethical, 
moral and a good person on a 10-point scale, where for example 0 was moral and 10 was 
immoral. This scale was found to be reliable (α=.84).   
Preference for Consistency 
The participants were asked to respond to the Preference for Consistency Scale (Cialdini, 
Trost, & Newson, 1995). This measure was not used in our analyses. It was used as a filler scale 
to distract from our primary interest in narcissism.  
Liking  
          After they listened the initial set of interview questions, I next asked the participants to 
complete a measure to assess the extent to which they liked the target (adapted from Burton et 
al., 2017; Hamstra et al., 2014). This measure consists of seven questions about how they felt 
about the target while listening to his interview (e.g., “I think Brett seems likable”). The 
participants responded to each statement on a ten-point Likert scale where one was “strongly 
disagree” and ten was “strongly agree.” The responses to the seven questions were averaged to 
indicate an overall liking rating. The scale was found to be very reliable (α=.97).    
Perceived Target Narcissism 
           To assess whether the participants perceived the target as narcissistic, I asked them to 
complete a measure adapted from Burton et al. (2017). This measure consisted of 14 common 
narcissistic traits (e.g., arrogant), for which the participants rated whether the target possessed 
each. The participants responded using a 10-point scale where one was "not at all," and ten was 
"extremely." The responses were averaged to create a measure of perceived narcissism without 
asking directly if the target is narcissistic (α=.96).      






           Following hearing the final interview response describing the target’s misfortune, to 
measure the extent to which participants perceived the target as deserving the negative outcomes, 
they completed a measure consisting of 12 items (adapted from Callan, Kay, & Dawtry, 2014; 
Wood et al., 2009). On a 6-point Likert scale where one was “strongly disagree” and six was 
“strongly agree,” participants indicated how much they thought the target deserved the outcomes 
of his accident (e.g., “Brett deserved to have broken his leg”) and the emotional/social 
implications (e.g., “I feel that Brett deserves to struggle in school”). The responses were 
averaged to form an overall rating for perceived deservingness (α=.91).   
Attributions  
           To determine what participants believed caused the target’s (Brett) outcome, I asked two 
questions to measure their attributions (adapted from Peterson, 1982). These asked whether Brett 
or an outside source caused Brett's outcome. The participants responded on a 7-point scale. The 
first question asked whether they believed the outcome to be due to Brett, where one indicated 
“totally not due to Brett” and seven indicated “totally due to Brett.” The second question asked 
whether they believed the outcome was due to Brett’s situation. For this question one indicated it 
was “totally not due to his situation” and seven indicated that it was “totally due to his situation”. 
Empathy 
To test how empathic the participants were towards the target, they completed an adapted 
Interpersonal Reactivity Index (IRI; Davis, 1983). This scale consists of several statements 
referring to responses to the target's misfortune (e.g., “I had concerned feelings for Brett”). They 
were asked to indicate how much each statement described their reactions while listening to 
Brett. The participants responded to the statements on a five-point Likert scale where one was 





“does not describe me well” and five was “describes me very well” This measure was split into 
two subscales, and each averaged to form a score for perspective-taking (α=.76) and empathic 
concern (α=.85). Empathy was measured by calculating an average score of the empathic 
concern and perspective taking subscales of the IRI (α=.79).  
Results 
           I examined the relationship between the participants’ narcissism, the target narcissism 
condition (high vs. low), the fall condition (skiing vs. slip), and the different outcome variables 
(perceived narcissism, liking, empathy, and deservingness). This was done through a series of 
multiple linear regressions. Each set of regressions was done for each narcissism measure 
separately (NPI, Admiration, and Rivalry), which were centered. The narcissism condition was 
effect coded (-1 for the non-narcissistic target and 1 for the narcissistic target). The fall condition 
was also effect coded (1 for the ski condition and -1 for the slip condition).  
To test the outcome variables that came before the fall condition, I conducted several 
two-step regressions for each narcissism measure. In step one, the participants' narcissism and 
the target narcissism condition were entered. In step two, the interaction between the participants' 
narcissism and the target narcissism condition was entered. I conducted these analyses for the 
measures of perceived target narcissism, liking, and perceived target morality.  
           In order to test effects on empathy and perceptions of deservingness, I conducted three-
step regressions for each narcissism measure. In step one, I entered participant narcissism, target 
narcissism condition, and fall condition. In step two, I entered all two-way interactions between 
participant narcissism, the target narcissism condition, and the fall condition. In the third step, I 
entered the three-way interaction between the participants' narcissism, the target narcissism 
condition, and the fall condition.  






To test whether the participants perceived the target as narcissistic, I regressed perceived 
narcissism on the participants' narcissism, the target narcissism condition and their interaction. A 
summary of the results for all three measures of trait narcissism can be found in Table 1. There 
was a significant main effect of the target narcissism condition (p<.001). Participants perceived 
the narcissistic target as more narcissistic than the non-narcissistic target, thus illustrating that 
our manipulation was successful. There was also a significant main effect of participant 
narcissism (p<.001 NPI; p<.001 NARQ-A; p<.001 NARQ-R). The analyses revealed a 
significant interaction between the target narcissism condition and the NPI (p<.001), NARQ-
Admiration subscale (p<.001), and NARQ-Rivalry subscale (p<.001). Figures 1, 2, and 3 
illustrate the pattern of results for the three measures.  
Simple slope analyses showed that participants low in narcissism viewed the narcissistic 
target as more narcissistic than the non-narcissistic target. Participant narcissism measured by the 
NPI predicts perceived target narcissism when the target is non-narcissistic (b=.13, p<.001). The 
more narcissistic the participant is, the more narcissistic they perceive the non-narcissistic target. 
Participant narcissism also predicts perceived target narcissism when the target is narcissistic 
(b=-.05, p<.001). The more narcissistic the participant is, the less narcissistic they perceive the 
target. The same pattern was found when measuring participant admiration (NARQ-A) and 
participant rivalry (NARQ-R). Participant level of admiration predicts perceived target 
narcissism for both when the target is not narcissistic (b=1.09, p<.001) and when the target is 
narcissistic (b=-.24, p<.001). The participants’ level of rivalry also predicts perceived target 
narcissism for both the non-narcissistic target (b=1.22, p<.001) and the narcissistic target (b=-
.33, p<.001). A simple effects analysis demonstrated that there is a significant effect of target 





narcissism condition at -1 SD of the NPI, (b=2.67, p<.001), and at +1 SD of the NPI (b=.99, 
p<.001). There is also a significant effect of target narcissism condition at -1SD of the NARQ-A 
(b=2.64, p<.001) and NARQ-R (b=2.85, p<.001), and at +1SD of the NARQ-A (b=1.03, p<.001) 
and the NARQ-R (b=.80, p<.001). At each level of all narcissism measures participants viewed 
the narcissist target as more narcissistic than the non-narcissistic target. 
Table 1 
Multiple linear regression of perceived target narcissism on participant narcissism (NPI, NARQ-
A, or NARQ-R) and target narcissism condition. 
 
 β t p ΔR2 
Step 1 - - - .48 
    NPI .13 6.11 <.001 - 
    Narcissism Condition .69 32.78 <.001 - 
Step 2 - - - .10 
    NPI X Narcissism Condition -.32 -15.09 <.001 - 
Multiple linear regression of perceived target narcissism on trait narcissism (NARQ-A) and 
target narcissism condition 
Step 1 - - - .50 
    NARQ-A .19 9.37 <.001 - 
    Narcissism Condition .69 33.30 <.001 - 
Step 2 - - - .09 
    NARQ-A X Narcissism Condition -.30 -14.64 <.001 - 
Multiple linear regression of perceived target narcissism on trait narcissism (NARQ-R) and 
target narcissism condition 
Step 1 - - - .51 
    NARQ-R .22 11.55 <.001 - 
    Narcissism Condition .69 36.20 <.001 - 
Step 2 - - - .15 
    NARQ-R X Narcissism Condition -.38 -20.28 <.001 - 
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Figure 1 



































































Interaction of participant narcissism (NARQ-R) and target narcissism condition on perceived 
narcissism.  
Liking  
           To test the hypotheses that the participants low in narcissism would like the narcissistic 
target less than the non-narcissistic target and less than participants high in narcissism do, I 
regressed liking on the participants' narcissism, the target narcissism condition and their 
interaction. A summary of the results for all three measures of trait narcissism can be found in 
Table 2. There was a significant main effect of target narcissism condition (p<.001). Participants 
liked the narcissistic target less than the non-narcissistic target. There was also a significant main 
effect of participant narcissism for the NPI (p<.001), the NARQ-A (p<.001) and the NARQ-R 
(p<.001). The analyses revealed a significant interaction between the participants’ narcissism and 

































NARQ-Admiration (b=.302, p<.001), and NARQ-Rivalry (b=.379, p<.001). Figures 4, 5, and 6 
depicts this pattern of results for the NPI, NARQ-Admiration and NARQ-Rivalry.  
A test of simple slopes found that for all three, these results showed that the participants 
low in narcissism liked the non-narcissistic target significantly more than the narcissistic target. 
Participant narcissism, as measured by the NPI, predicts the liking of the target when the target is 
non-narcissistic (b=-.05 p<.001). This was also the case for the NARQ-A and NARQ-R: 
Participant narcissism predicts how much the non-narcissistic target is liked for the NARQ-A 
(b=-.19, p=.011), and for the NARQ-R (b=-.31, p<.001). The more narcissistic the participant is, 
the less they like the non-narcissistic target. Participant narcissism (NPI) also predicts the liking 
of the target when the target is narcissistic (b=.16, p<.001). As well, participant narcissism 
predicts how much the narcissistic target is liked for the NARQ-A (b=1.30, p<.001), and for the 
NARQ-R (b=1.25, p<.001). The more narcissistic the participant is, the more the narcissistic 
target is liked.  
 A test of simple effects found that for all three measures of participant narcissism, the 
target narcissism condition predicts how much the target is liked. This was significant at -1SD of 
the NPI (b=-2.92, p<.001), the NARQ-A (b=-2.84, p<.001), and the NARQ-R (b=-2.98, p<.001), 
and at +1 SD of the NPI (b=-.97, p<.001), the NARQ-A (b=-1.04, p<.001) and the NARQ-R 
(b=-.93, p<.001). At all levels of all three measures, participants reported liking the narcissistic 
target less than the non-narcissistic target.  
Table 2 
Multiple linear regression of liking of the target on participant narcissism (NPI, NARQ-A, or 
NARQ-R) and target narcissism condition. 
 β t p ΔR2 
Step 1 - - - .47 





    NPI .19 8.87 <.001 - 
    Narcissism Condition -.65 -30.83 <.001 - 
Step 2 - - - .11 
    NPI X Narcissism Condition .33 15.51 <.001 - 
Step 1 - - - .49 
    NARQ-A .23 10.67 <.001 - 
    Narcissism Condition -.65 -30.83 <.001 - 
Step 2 - - - .09 
    NARQ-A X Narcissism Condition .30 14.32 <.001 - 
 
Step 1 - - - .47 
    NARQ-R .21 10.05 <.001 - 
    Narcissism Condition -.65 -31.71 <.001 - 
Step 2 - - - .12 
    NARQ-R X Narcissism Condition .34 16.64 <.001 - 







The interaction of participant narcissism (NPI) and the experimental condition of target 
narcissism for liking. 
 
Figure 5 
The interaction of participant admiration (NARQ-A) and the experimental condition of target 






















































The interaction of participant rivalry (NARQ-R) and the experimental condition of target 
narcissism for liking.  
Target Morality 
 To explore if the participants’ narcissism and the target narcissism condition would 
predict the target’s perceived morality, I regressed target morality on the participants’ narcissism, 
the target’s narcissism and their interaction. A summary of the results for all three measures of 
trait narcissism can be found in Table 3. There was a significant main effect of the target 
narcissism condition (p<.001). Participants perceived the narcissistic target as being less moral 
than the non-narcissistic target. There was also a significant main effect of participant narcissism 
when measured by the NPI (p=.005), the NARQ-A (p<.001) and the NARQ-R (p=.001). There 
was a significant interaction for all three measures of participant narcissism, NPI (b=.11, 
p=.001), NARQ-Admiration (b=.11, p=.001), NARQ-Rivalry (b=.13, p<.001). Participants 
perceived the non-narcissistic target as more moral than the narcissistic target. This difference 





























 A test of simple slopes demonstrated that participant narcissism measured by the NPI 
(b=-.06, p<.001), the NARQ-A (b=-.49, p<.001) and the NARQ-R (b=-.46, p<.001), significantly 
predicts how moral the non-narcissistic target is perceived to be. As participant narcissism 
increases, the target is perceived as being less moral. Participant narcissism did not significantly 
predict perceived target morality for the narcissistic target for any of the narcissism measures.  
 A test of simple effects shows that there is a significant effect of the target narcissism 
condition at -1 SD of the NPI (b=-.97, p<.001), the NARQ-A (b=-.98, p<.001) and the NARQ-R 
(b=-1.00, p<.001), and at +1 SD of the NPI (b=-.40, p<.001), the NARQ-A (b=-.40, p<.001), and 
the NARQ-R (b=-.37, p=.002). At all levels of all three measures of participant narcissism the 
non-narcissistic target was perceived as more moral than the narcissistic target. This effect was 
strongest for participants low in narcissism.  
Table 3  
Multiple linear regression of perceived target morality on trait narcissism (NPI, NARQ-A, or 
NARQ-R) and target narcissism condition. 
 β t p ΔR2 
Step 1 - - - .07 
    NPI -.09 -2.81 .005 - 
    Narcissism Condition -.25 -8.02 <.001 - 
Step 2    .01 
    NPI X Narcissism Condition .10 3.35 .001 - 
Step 1 
    NARQ-A -.11 -3.62 <.001 - 
    Narcissism Condition -.25 -8.06 <.001 - 
Step 2    .01 
    NARQ-A X Narcissism Condition .10 3.37 .001 - 
Step 1 - - - .07 
 
Step 1 - - - .07 
    NARQ-R -.10 -3.34   .001 - 
    Narcissism Condition -.25 -8.02 <.001 - 
Step 2    .01 
    NARQ-R X Narcissism Condition .11 3.67 <.001 - 







The interaction of participant narcissism (NPI) and the experimental condition of target 
narcissism for target morality.  
 
Figure 8 
The interaction of participant narcissism (NARQ-A) and the experimental condition of target 

























































The interaction of participant narcissism (NARQ-R) and the experimental condition of target 
narcissism for target morality. 
Empathy 
The remaining analyses focus on dependent variables that were presented to the 
participants after the fall condition manipulation and so include this factor in addition to 
participant and target narcissism. As such, I conducted three-step regressions for the remainder 
of this results section. Specifically, to investigate the relationship between empathy and the 
different variables, I regressed empathy on the participants' narcissism, the target narcissism 
condition, the fall condition and their interactions. A summary of the results of these analyses 
can be found in Table 4. It was predicted that participants would express less empathy for the 
narcissistic target than the non-narcissistic target. For all three measures of narcissism, there was 
a significant main effect of the target narcissism condition, NPI (b=-.27, p<.001), NARQ-
Admiration (b=-.27, p<.001), and the NARQ-Rivalry (b=-.22, p<.001). Participants reported less 






























effect of participant narcissistic admiration (p=.002). Surprisingly, the participants high in 
narcissistic admiration reported more empathy than participants low in narcissistic admiration. 
There was also a significant main effect of narcissistic rivalry (p=.038). Participants high in 
narcissistic rivalry reported less empathy than participants low in narcissistic rivalry. There was 
no significant main effect of the NPI. For all three measures of narcissism, there was a 
significant interaction between participant narcissism and the target narcissism condition for the 
NPI (b=.14, p<.001), NARQ-Admiration (b=.14, p<.001), and NARQ-Rivalry (b=.13, p<.001). 
There were no other significant interactions for these analyses. The amount of empathy did not 
significantly differ depending on whether the target broke his leg from skiing recklessly or 
slipping on ice.  
A test of simple slopes revealed that participant narcissism predicts how much empathy 
participants experienced toward the non-narcissistic target with the NPI (b=-.01, p<.001) and the 
NARQ-R (b=-.08, p<.001). The more narcissistic a participant is, the less empathy they 
experienced toward the target. Participant narcissism also predicts how much empathy 
participants experienced toward the narcissistic target with the NPI (b=.01, p=.006) and the 
NARQ-A (b=.11, p<.001). The more narcissistic the participant, the more empathy they 
experienced toward the target.  
With a test of simple effects, it is observed that the target narcissism condition predicts 
how much empathy is given to each target for participants -1 SD below the mean of the NPI (b=-
24, p<.001), the NARQ-A (b=-.24, p<.001), and the NARQ-R (b=-.23, p<.001), and at +1 SD of 
the NPI (b=-.08, p=.002), the NARQ-A (b=-.08, p=.002), and the NARQ-R (b=-.09, p<.001). At 
all levels of all three measures, participants have more empathy for the non-narcissistic target 
than the narcissistic target. Figures 10, 11, and 12 depict the full pattern of results for all three 





narcissism measures. Though the three-way interaction was not significant, I have depicted the 
full pattern of results including all of the independent variables to illustrate the similarities 
between the two fall conditions.  
Table 4 
Multiple linear regression of empathy for the target on trait narcissism (NPI, NARQ-A, and 
NARQ-R), target narcissism condition and fall condition. 
 β t p ΔR2 
Step 1 - - - .07 
    NPI -.02 -.62 .533 - 
    Narcissism Condition -.27 -8.79 <.001 - 
    Fall Condition .01 .45 .652 - 
Step 2 - - - .02 
    NPI X Narcissism Condition .14 4.54 <.001 - 
    NPI X Fall Condition .02 .70 .482 - 
    Narcissism Condition X Fall Condition -.01 -.20 .846 - 
Step 3 - - - <.01 
    NPI X Narcissism Condition X Fall Condition .03 .90 .369 - 
 
Step 1 - - - .08 
    NARQ-A .10 3.08 .002 - 
    Narcissism Condition -.27 -8.71 <.001 - 
    Fall Condition .02 .57 .572 - 
Step 2 - - - .02 
    NARQ-A X Narcissism Condition .14 4.59 <.001 - 
    NARQ-A X Fall Condition .02 .65 .516 - 
    Narcissism Condition X Fall Condition -.00 -.18 .858 - 
Step 3 - - - <.01 
    NARQ-AX Narcissism Condition X Fall Condition .02 .51 .608 - 
 
Step 1 - - - .08 
    NARQ-R -.06 -2.01 .044 - 
    Narcissism Condition -.27 -8.79 <.001 - 
    Fall Condition .02 .50 .620 - 
Step 2 - - - .01 
    NARQ-R X Narcissism Condition .11 3.64 <.001 - 
    NARQ-R X Fall Condition -.00 -.09 .932 - 
    Narcissism Condition X Fall Condition -.00 -.29 .767 - 
Step 3 - - - <.01 
    NARQ-R X Narcissism Condition X Fall Condition .02 .67 .503 - 








Empathy for the target as a function of participant narcissism (NPI), target narcissism condition, 





































Empathy for the target as a function of participant narcissism (NARQ-A), target narcissism 





































Empathy for the target as a function of participant narcissism (NARQ-R), target narcissism 
condition, and fall condition.  
Attribution  
 First, to test whether we were successful in our manipulation of perceived control through 
the fall condition, I conducted an independent sample t-test between the attribution and fall 
condition. To do this I only included the first attribution question “To what extent do you think 
Brett caused the accident.” This is because the second attribution question (“To what extent do 
you think something about his situation caused the accident”) did not seem clearly relevant for 
this analysis. Participants in the skiing condition perceived the accident to be due to the target 
more (M=4.24) than in the slip condition (M=3.44), t(959)=-6.85, p<.001.This indicates that 
participants did perceive Brett to have more control over his negative outcome in the ski than in 
the slip condition. 
 To test whether there is a relationship between attribution and the different variables, I 




















condition, and their interactions. A summary of the results of this analysis can be found in Table 
5. There was a significant main effect of the fall condition (p<.001). Participants attributed the 
outcome more to the target in the ski condition than in the slip condition. There was also a 
significant main effect of the target narcissism condition (p<.001). The participants attributed the 
outcome more to the narcissistic target than the non-narcissistic target. As well, there was a 
significant main effect of participant narcissism when measured by the NPI (p<.001), the 
NARQ-A (p<.001), and the NARQ-R (p<.001).  
This analysis revealed a significant interaction between the fall condition and participant 
narcissism measured by the NPI (p=.001), the NARQ-A (p=.004) and the NARQ-R (p<.001). 
Participants perceived the target in the ski condition as more at fault than the target in the slip 
condition. This difference was more pronounced for participants who were low in narcissism. 
There was also a significant interaction between the target narcissism condition and participant 
narcissism measured by the NARQ-A (p=.003) and the NARQ-R (p=.020). Participants found 
the narcissistic target to be more at fault than the non-narcissistic target. This difference was 
more pronounced for participants low in narcissism on both NARQ subscales. There were no 
other significant interactions 
Table 5 
Multiple linear regression of attribution on trait narcissism (NPI, NARQ-A, or NARQ-R), target 
narcissism condition and fall condition. 
 β t p ΔR2 
Step 1 - - - .14 
    NPI .27 9.11 <.001 - 
    Narcissism Condition .14 4.77 <.001 - 
    Fall Condition .23 7.56 <.001 - 
Step 2 - - - .01 
    NPI X Narcissism Condition -.06 -1.91 .057 - 
    NPI X Fall Condition -.10 -3.34 .001 - 





    Narcissism Condition X Fall Condition .03 1.11 .267 - 
Step 3 - - - <.01 
    NPI X Narcissism Condition X Fall Condition -.02 -.62 .537 - 
 
Step 1 - - - .12 
    NARQ-A .25 8.23 <.001 - 
    Narcissism Condition .14 4.62 <.001 - 
    Fall Condition .22 7.33 <.001 - 
Step 2 - - - .02 
    NARQ-A X Narcissism Condition -.09 -2.98 .003 - 
    NPI X Fall Condition -.09 -2.92 .004 - 
    Narcissism Condition X Fall Condition .04 1.39 .166 - 
Step 3 - - - <.01 
    NARQ-A X Narcissism Condition X Fall Condition -.03 -.89 .375 - 
 
Step 1 - - - .22 
    NARQ-R .40 14.20 <.001 - 
    Narcissism Condition .14 4.99 <.001 - 
    Fall Condition .22 7.68 <.001 - 
Step 2 - - - .02 
    NARQ-R X Narcissism Condition -.07 -2.34 .020 - 
    NARQ-R X Fall Condition -.13 -4.51 <.001 - 
    Narcissism Condition X Fall Condition .04 1.26 .207 - 
Step 3 - - - <.01 




































































Attribution to the target as a function of participant narcissism (NARQ-A), target narcissism 









































Attribution to the target as a function of the participant narcissism (NARQ-R), target narcissism 
condition, and fall condition.  
Deservingness   
           To test how the participants' narcissism, the target's narcissism, and the target’s control 
over the outcome affected perceived deservingness, I regressed deservingness on the participants' 
narcissism, the target narcissism condition, the fall condition, and their interactions. A summary 
of the results for all three participant narcissism measures can be found in Table 6.   
It was predicted that participants would perceive the target with more control (ski 
condition) to be more deserving than the target with no control (slip condition). Consistent with 
this expectation, there was a significant main effect of fall condition in the analyses containing 
the NPI (p=.001), the NARQ-A (p=003) and the NARQ-R (p=.001). Participants viewed the 
targets in the ski condition as more deserving than participants in the slip condition. 
Additionally, there was a main effect of the narcissism condition in the analysis containing the 






















perceived the narcissistic target as more deserving than the non-narcissistic target. There was 
also a significant main effect of participant narcissism measured by the NPI (p<.001), the 
NARQ-A (p<.001) and the NARQ-R (p<.001). The participants high in narcissism perceived the 
target as being more deserving than the participants low in narcissism.  
Importantly, there was a significant two-way interaction between the target narcissism 
condition and the participants’ narcissism measured by the NPI (p<.001), the NARQ-A (p<.001) 
and the NARQ-R (p<.001). With a test of simple slopes it was found that participant narcissism 
predicts how deserving the non-narcissistic target is perceived to be with the NPI (β=.07, p<.001) 
the NARQ-A (b=.61, p<.001) and the NARQ-R (b=.71, p<.001). The more narcissistic the 
participant is, the more deserving the non-narcissistic target is perceived to be. Participant 
narcissism also predicts how deserving the narcissistic target is perceived to be with the NPI 
(b=.05, p<.001), the NARQ-A (b=.33, p<.001) and the NARQ-R (b=.53, p<.001). The more 
narcissistic the participant is, the more deserving the target is perceived to be.  
Through a test of simple effects, there is a significant effect of target narcissism condition 
at -1 SD of the NPI (b=.41, p<.001) the NARQ-A (b=.61, p<.001), and the NARQ-R (b=.41, 
p<..01), and at +1 SD of the NPI (b=.18, p<.001), the NARQ-A (b=.12, p=.009), and the NARQ-
R (b=.18, p<.001). At each level of participant narcissism, participants perceived the narcissistic 
target as more deserving of the negative outcome than the non-narcissistic target.  
There was an unpredicted significant interaction between the fall condition and the 
participants’ narcissistic rivalry (p=.018). A test of simple slopes revealed that participant 
narcissism predicts perceived deservingness in the ski condition (b=.65, p<.001) and in the slip 
condition (b=.57, p<.001). In both fall conditions, participants high in narcissistic rivalry 
perceived the target as more deserving. A test of simple effects showed that there was a 





significant effect of the fall condition at -1SD of the NARQ-R (b=.13, p=.003), but not at +1SD 
of the NARQ-R (b=.002, p=.960).  
  There was also a significant unpredicted interaction between the narcissism condition 
and the fall condition, b=.06, p=.031 (admiration); b=.05, p=.045 (rivalry). The narcissistic target 
was perceived as more deserving in both of the fall conditions, but the difference was more 
pronounced in the ski condition than the slip condition. There was no significant 3-way 
interaction suggesting that the degree of control the target had over the misfortune did not 
moderate the main results. 
Table 6  
Multiple linear regression of perceived deservingness on trait narcissism (NPI, NARQ-A, or 
NARQ-R), target narcissism condition and fall condition 
 β t p ΔR2 
Step 1 - - - .27 
    NPI .46 16.62 <.001 - 
    Narcissism Condition .25 9.04 <.001 - 
    Fall Condition .09 3.28 .001 - 
Step 2 - - - .01 
    NPI X Narcissism Condition -.10 -3.59 <.001 - 
    NPI X Fall Condition .00 .15 .881 - 
    Narcissism Condition X Fall Condition .04 1.57 .118 - 
Step 3 - - - <.01 
    NPI X Narcissism Condition X Fall Condition -.04 -1.42 .155 - 
 
Step 1 - - - .28 
    NARQ-A .47 17.22 <.001 - 
    Narcissism Condition .25 9.16 <.001 - 
    Fall Condition .08 2.98 .003 - 
Step 2 - - - .02 
    NARQ-A X Narcissism Condition -.14 -5.15 <.001 - 
    NARQ-A X Fall Condition .00 .03 .979 - 
    Narcissism Condition X Fall Condition .06 2.12 .034 - 
Step 3 - - - <.01 
    NARQ-A X Narcissism Condition X Fall Condition -.03 -1.21 .227 - 







Step 1 - - - .51 
    NARQ-R .67 29.81 <.001 - 
    Narcissism Condition .25 10.98 <.001 - 
    Fall Condition .08 3.33 .001 - 
Step 2 - - - .01 
    NARQ-R X Narcissism Condition -.10 -4.44 <.001 - 
    NARQ-R X Fall Condition -.05 -2.37 .018 - 
    Narcissism Condition X Fall Condition .04 1.98 .048 - 
Step 3 - - - <.01 














































Perceived deservingness as a function of participant narcissism (NPI), target narcissism, and 




Perceived deservingness as a function of participant narcissism (NARQ-A), target narcissism, 













































Perceived deservingness as a function of participant narcissism (NARQ-R), target narcissism 
condition, and fall condition.  
 I next wanted to explore if a person’s moral foundations affected their perceptions of 
deservingness. I was interested in the fairness subscale in particular. The fairness subscale 
focuses on the belief that some people deserve more than others (e.g., “It is morally wrong that 










































was negatively correlated with participant narcissism for the NPI, the NARQ-Admiration 
subscale, and the NARQ-Rivalry subscale, r(960)=-.17, p<.001 (NPI), r(960)=-.02, p=.468 
(NARQ-A), r(960)=-.10, p=.001 (NARQ-R). From this we can conclude that participants who 
are low in narcissism value fairness more than participants who are high in narcissism. To test if 
the fairness foundation interacted with both conditions to determine perceptions of the target’s 
deservingness, I regressed deservingness on the participants' fairness foundation, the target 
narcissism condition, the fall condition, and their interactions. There was a significant main 
effect of participants’ fairness foundation, (p<.001), the fall condition (p=.003), and target 
narcissism condition, (p<.001).  Notably, there was a significant interaction of the participant’s 
fairness foundation and the narcissism condition, (p=.003). The participants who valued fairness 
more perceived the narcissistic target as more deserving than the non-narcissistic target. This was 
also true for participants who valued fairness less, but this difference was less pronounced.  
Table 7 
Multiple linear regression of deservingness on fairness, target narcissism condition and fall 
condition. 
 β t p ΔR2 
Step 1 - - - .07 
    Fairness -.18 -3.85 <.001 - 
    Narcissism Condition .29 7.65 <.001 - 
    Fall Condition .11 2.98 .003 - 
Step 2 - - - .08 
    Fairness X Narcissism Condition .14 2.95 .003 - 
    Fairness X Fall Condition .08 1.73 .084 - 
    Narcissism Condition X Fall Condition .05 1.37 .172 - 
Step 3 - - - .08 
    Fairness X Narcissism Condition X Fall Condition -.02 -.46 .644 - 
 







Interaction of participant fairness foundation and target narcissism condition for deservingness.  
Moderated Mediation for Deservingness 
           I next conducted a moderated mediation analysis using Hayes’ (2018) PROCESS macro, 
Model 8 with 5,000 bootstrap samples and 95% confidence intervals. The first analysis was to 
test the prediction that liking mediated the moderated effect of target narcissism on 
deservingness. This model is depicted in Figure 20. The moderated mediation is not significant 
when using the NPI as the measure of participant narcissism (95% CI [-.0012, .0065]), the 

























Moderated mediation model using the NPI.  
  I conducted another moderated mediation analysis using the same model with the 
perceived target morality as the mediator. This moderated mediation model using the NPI is 
depicted in Figure 21. Using the NPI there is a significant moderated mediation (95% CI [-.033, -
.0006]). There is a significant indirect effect at -1SD (b=.06, 95% CI [.0272, .0908]) and at +1SD 
(b=.02, 95% CI [.0075, .0441]). When using the NARQ-A, there is a significant moderated 
mediation (95% CI [-.0235, -.00380]). There is a significant indirect effect at -1SD (b=.05, 95% 
CI [.0224, .0870]) and at +1SD (b=.02, 95% CI [.0049, .0400]). There is also a significant 
moderated mediation when using the NARQ-R (95% CI [-.0191, -.0039]). There is a significant 
indirect effect at -1SD (b=.05, 95% CI [.0213, .0756]) and at +1SD (b=.01, 95% CI [.0025, 
.0281]).  







Moderated mediation model with the NPI.  
Moderated Mediation for Empathy 
The next analysis was to test whether liking mediated the moderated effect of target 
narcissism on empathy. This model is depicted in Figure 22 using the NPI. When using the NPI 
there was a significant moderated mediation, (95% CI [0081, .0132]). This indirect effect is 
significant for participants low in narcissism, (b=-.30, 95% CI -.3558, -.2379]) and for 
participants high in narcissism, (b=-.10, 95% CI [-.1253, -.0731]). Using the same model with 
the NARQ-A there is a significant moderated mediation, (b95% CI [.0501, .0867]). This indirect 
effect is significant for participants low in narcissism (b=-.27, 95% CI [-3302, -.2070) and for 
participants high in narcissism, (b=-.09, 95% CI [-.1115, -.0638]). When using the NARQ-R 
there is a significant moderated mediation, (95% CI [.0704, .1070]). The indirect effect is 
significant when participants are low in narcissism, (b=-.35, 95% CI [.-4212, -.2984) and when 
participants are high in narcissism, (b=-.08, 95% CI [-.1045, -.0552]).  







Moderated mediation model with the NPI.  
Finally, I tested whether perceived target morality mediated the moderated effect of 
target narcissism on empathy. This model is depicted in Figure 23 using the NPI. There was not 
a significant moderated mediation, (95% CI [-.0009, .0001]). When using the NARQ-A once 
again the moderated mediation is not significant, (95% CI [-.0063, .0013]). When using the 
NARQ-R the moderated mediation is also not significant, (95% CI [-.0072, .0001]).  







Moderated mediation model with NPI.  
Discussion 
           Study 1 aimed to explore whether people perceive narcissistic individuals as more 
deserving of negative outcomes, even when the outcome is out of their control. This was tested 
by manipulating two factors: whether the target is narcissistic and how much control the target 
has over the outcome. It also examined whether the participants' narcissism predicted these 
perceptions. Further, the goal of Study 1 was to test whether the earlier findings by Zhao and 
Jordan (2019) would replicate in a non-social scenario. 
           It was found that participants perceived the narcissistic target to be deserving of breaking 
his leg than the non-narcissistic target. This was true both when he broke his leg by skiing 
recklessly, implying a moderate amount of control or responsibility, and when he slipped on 
black ice, implying little control over the negative outcome. This was particularly true for 
participants who were low in narcissism, however the pattern emerged for participants high in 
narcissism as well. This was in line with my second hypothesis that people low in narcissism will 





think that a narcissistic target deserves a negative outcome, regardless of the amount of control 
he has over it. This helps to further clarify the earlier results from the Zhao and Jordan (2019) 
study. In Zhao and Jordan’s study, the negative outcome being judged was social (i.e., a romantic 
breakup). In my study, I focused on a non-social outcome, allowing me to reduce the possibility 
of participants inferring that a narcissistic individual caused the outcome through narcissistic 
(i.e., disagreeable) social behaviour. It is unlikely that something about the target’s social 
behaviour could have led to him slipping on ice and breaking his leg. My findings suggest that it 
may not matter what the inferred preceding actions of the target are for believing narcissistic 
individuals as more deserving of negative outcomes, but rather the type of person the target is 
perceived to be. 
           The suggestion that perceptions of deservingness may depend on the type of person the 
target is further supported through my analyses of liking and morality. I found that perceived 
target morality mediated the relationship between target narcissism and perceived deservingness. 
This finding suggests that how moral the participants perceive the target to be may influence 
how deserving they perceive him to be. This was found to be particularly true when participants 
were low in narcissism; they perceived the narcissistic target to be less moral and believed him to 
be most deserving of the negative outcome. On the other hand, I did not find that liking mediated 
the relationship between target narcissism and perceived deservingness. It does not appear to 
matter how narcissistic the participant is when using liking as a predictor of deservingness.  
           I observed similar findings when examining empathy as the outcome. Participants had less 
empathy for the narcissistic target, especially participants who were low in narcissism. This was 
the case regardless of what fall condition the participants were in. It does not appear to matter 
how much control the target has over the outcome, even in a situation where the individual’s 





social behaviour is unlikely to have produced the negative outcome. Even when a situation is 
largely uncontrollable, as in the case of slipping on black ice in a parking lot, participants still 
report having less empathy for a narcissistic target than a non-narcissistic target. However, 
unlike with the deservingness, liking did mediate the relationship between target narcissism and 
empathy. In this case, when participants liked the target less, they had less empathy for him. 
Unlike the deservingness findings as well, the target’s perceived morality did not mediate the 
relationship between the target’s narcissism and empathy. In the case of empathy, it seems that 
participants may be more likely to be less empathic towards a narcissistic target if they like him 
less. This could suggest that people’s relative lack of empathy for more narcissistic targets stems 
from the more negative impression they form of them overall.   
Study 2 
I wanted to extend the findings of Study 1 into my next study to further understand 
people’s perceptions of narcissistic individuals’ deservingness. One question I wanted to answer 
with Study 2 is how people’s perceptions may change when reacting to a narcissistic individual 
experiencing a positive outcome. Narcissistic individuals’ empathic reactions to others 
experiencing positive outcomes have not been extensively researched. One study compared the 
reactions of individuals who are high in narcissistic rivalry in response to a close other 
experiencing a positive and negative outcome (Burgmer, Weiss, & Ohmann, 2021). It was found 
that participant’s high in narcissistic rivalry experienced less positive affect in response to a 
friend’s positive experience. This same pattern was not found for participants high in narcissistic 
admiration. The findings of this study suggest that this dampened positive reaction is unique to 
the antagonisitic dimension of narcissism (Burgmer, Weiss, & Ohmann, 2021). In my second 
study, in addition to grandiose narcissism, I will measure participants’ vulnerable narcissism to 





test whether this same pattern will emerge for this expression of narcissism. Grandiose and 
vulnerable narcissism share antagonism in common. Note that Study 2 differs from Burgmer and 
colleagues in that their study used the participants’ close friend as the target and did not include a 
manipulation of target narcissism. As in Study 1, I will manipulate whether the target is 
narcissistic or not to test whether this has an effect on empathy, pleasure and perceptions of 
deservingness. 
 An additional question I wanted to explore within Study 2 is what the participants’ 
reactions to these different outcomes are; more specifically, whether the participants experience 
pleasure in response to hearing about the target’s misfortune or success. Burgmer et al. (2021) 
expected that participants high in narcissistic rivalry would experience positive affect in response 
to their friend’s negative experience, indicating a schadenfreude response, however this result 
was not found. It is possible this was due to using a close friend as the target or the particular 
scenarios used by the researchers. In Study 2 I will measure pleasure responses (schadenfreude) 
as well.  
Schadenfreude 
Within Study 1 a pattern emerged showing that people had less empathy towards a 
narcissistic target. One question that I had is whether this also could mean that the participants 
were happy to see the narcissistic target experiencing a negative outcome. It has been previously 
thought that in some instances, individuals may enjoy seeing someone experience a negative 
outcome. This type of reaction is referred to as schadenfreude in German, which is defined as 
feelings of pleasure resulting from another's misfortune (Feather, 2006). 
Feather (2006) elaborated on his structural model of deservingness judgments to account 
for emotional reactions. The incorporation of emotional reactions into the model accounts for 





social learning that takes place in childhood concerning appropriate emotional responses. For 
example, children learn that they should be disappointed if a negative outcome follows positive 
actions. This response is the case for both appraisals of one’s own outcomes and others' 
outcomes. This new model also considers feelings of schadenfreude. 
Feather et al. (2011) conducted a study of emotional responses to various outcomes to 
test whether feelings of disappointment drive the perception of deservingness. They presented 
participants with a hypothetical scenario. The nature of this scenario was dependent on which 
condition the participant was assigned to; participants read about a positive or negative outcome 
with positive or negative preceding actions. The positive actions were that a person was a hard 
worker who also put a lot of effort into a job application. Conversely, the negative actions were 
that a person was not a hard worker, often puts in minimal effort at work and did not put a lot of 
time into their job application. The person was then said to be offered the job (positive outcome) 
or not offered the job (negative outcome). The actions and outcome were congruent if positive 
actions led to a positive outcome, or negative actions led to a negative outcome. However, if 
positive actions led to a negative outcome or negative actions led to a positive outcome, this was 
incongruent. Through this procedure, Feather and colleagues found support for their hypothesis 
that positive emotions followed perceptions of deserved outcomes (for which the valence of the 
outcome and preceding actions were congruent), and negative emotions followed perceived 
undeserved outcomes (for which the valence of the outcome and preceding actions were 
incongruent). Further, they found strong support for the prediction that individuals feel more 
pleasure when a negative outcome follows negative actions by the other. This finding is of 
particular interest because it supports the concept of schadenfreude.  
Porter et al. (2014) made an important distinction between schadenfreude and sadism. 





The experienced joy that follows another's misfortune is not spiteful. A person does not 
necessarily wish to inflict harm on the other. This joy is through the passive observation of a 
person's misfortune (Porter et al., 2014). Some of the critical influences on the experience of 
schadenfreude include perceptions of deservingness, likability, and envy/resentment (James et 
al., 2014). Psychologists have begun trying to understand the nature of this phenomenon as it can 
seem counterintuitive.  
Researchers initially expected that schadenfreude would be considered an undesirable 
feeling to experience, and as such, people would suppress it and not openly express it. However, 
research by Dasborough and Harvey (2017) found the contrary. The researchers assessed 
schadenfreude as it pertained to the workplace. They presented participants with scenarios that 
contained varying levels of attributed responsibility for particular outcomes to assess perceptions 
of deservingness as well as schadenfreude. These scenarios described occurrences within a work 
environment such as being fired due to poor performance. They then assessed the participants’ 
social sharing with others. This was used to measure how willing the participants would be to 
share their feelings of schadenfreude with others (e.g., “What is the likelihood you would tell 
others you enjoyed learning of the other’s termination”). They found that the willingness of 
participants to express schadenfreude increased with perceived deservingness (Dasborough & 
Harvey, 2017).   
Some research has investigated whether narcissistic individuals experience schadenfreude 
toward others more than less narcissistic individuals do. James et al. (2014) delved further into 
the relationship between The Dark Triad of personality (i.e., narcissism, psychopathy, and 
Machiavellianism) and schadenfreude. They presented participants with three scenarios depicting 
an unlikable person experiencing a misfortune. They found evidence that people higher in the 





Dark Triad traits expressed more schadenfreude (James et al., 2014). One of the possible 
explanations for this finding is narcissistic individuals’ lack of empathy. People who are high in 
narcissism tend to lack empathy for others (Jonason et al., 2013). Two possible responses to 
another’s misfortune are feelings of empathy or a positive feeling, like schadenfreude (Heider, 
1958). If this is true, then an individual who lacks empathy, like someone high in narcissism, 
may be more likely to experience schadenfreude as a default (James et al., 2014).  
 With this past research about schadenfreude in mind, I would expect that participants 
would experience schadenfreude following a negative outcome when the target is narcissistic. 
Further, I would expect that participants who are high in narcissism themselves would also 
express more schadenfreude. In my second study I will measure participants’ experienced 
schadenfreude when hearing about a negative outcome. I will also measure pleasure in response 
to a positive outcome. Pleasure will be measured with the same inventory as schadenfreude, 
however, since it follows a positive outcome it cannot be classified as schadenfreude.  
           I wanted to build from the first study to address some of the questions left from Study 1. I 
wanted to replicate the results of Study 1 and in addition I wanted to investigate if I would find 
opposite results for a positive outcome (e.g., would people believe a more narcissistic individual 
is less deserving of a positive outcome). Further, I wanted to explore whether schadenfreude, or 
positive reactions to another’s misfortune, relates to target narcissism (i.e., whether people 
experience more pleasure [schadenfreude] when a more narcissistic individual experiences a 
negative outcome). Finally, I wanted to assess how both grandiose narcissism and vulnerable 
narcissism relate to experiences of empathy, perceptions of deservingness, and pleasure in 
response to others’ outcomes. I predicted that, as in Study 1, participants would like a narcissistic 
target less than a non-narcissistic target, particularly if they are low in grandiose narcissism 





themselves.  I expected the target high in narcissism to be perceived as less deserving of the 
positive outcome but more deserving of the negative outcome than the non-narcissistic target. 
Based on the findings in Study 1, I also expected that the participants high in narcissism would 
view both targets as less deserving of the positive outcome and more deserving of the negative 
outcome than the participants low in narcissism. I hypothesized that participants would 
experience schadenfreude, or pleasure in response to a negative outcome, more for the 
narcissistic target than the non-narcissistic target, particularly for those low in narcissism.  
Further, participants will experience more pleasure in response to the positive outcome for the 
non-narcissistic target than the narcissistic target. Finally, I predicted that participants low in 
narcissism will experience pleasure in response to the positive outcome for both targets more 
than the participants high in narcissism.  
 All of the predictions outlined above are expected to hold for grandiose narcissism. 
Vulnerable narcissism was included in a more exploratory way. On the one hand, grandiose and 
vulnerable narcissism share elements of antagonism and entitlement, which may lead vulnerable 
narcissism to demonstrate the same patterns of results as grandiose narcissism. On the other 
hand, vulnerable narcissism is quite distinct and has a very different nomological network to 
grandiose narcissism (e.g., Miller et al., 2011). Accordingly, my predictions might only hold for 
grandiose narcissism while using a grandiose narcissistic target.  
Methods 
Participants 
A power analyses, using G*Power 3.1, indicated that in order to achieve .95 power for 
our study design, we required a sample of 869 participants (Faul et al., 2009). The sample for 
Study 2 consisted of 1000 students from Wilfrid Laurier University. This oversampling was to 





allow for attrition due to data exclusions. They were all psychology students participating for 
class credit through Wilfrid Laurier's Psychology Research Experience Program. I removed any 
participants who began but did not complete the survey. I then checked the sample for repeated 
full names and IP addresses and removed any duplicates. I removed participants who showed 
invariant responding as in Study 1 using the Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale. Finally, if anyone 
completed the study in less than a third of the median time to complete, they were removed. 
After this, the remaining sample was 851(17.3%male, 82.1 % female, 0.6% other, aged 18-46, 
M=19.81, 61.8% Caucasian, 14.1% South Asian, 7.4% East Asian, 2.4% African, 11.5% other). 
The participants were randomly assigned to one of four conditions evenly. 
Procedure             
The same materials and procedure from Study 1 were used in Study 2, with some alterations. I 
changed the measures for narcissism in order to assess both grandiose and vulnerable narcissism. 
I removed the Moral Foundations Questionnaire and the Preference for Consistency Scale. I 
added a measure of pleasure/schadenfreude, which I combined with the PANAS and empathy 
measure. These three measures were administered twice: once before the outcome manipulations 
to establish a baseline and again after the manipulations. Due to a technical error, the baseline 
measure asked participants how much they experienced several emotions the week before the 
study occurred. Because this is not clearly a measure of current mood or dispositional tendencies, 
we did not use it in our analyses1.  
Finally, one of the scenarios presented to the participants was changed. I replaced the 
scenario where the target slips on ice with a positive outcome scenario. I did not find many 
 
1 Despite the pre-measure of empathy focusing on the past week, I conducted this analysis 
controlling for it as a baseline measure. It did not affect the results. 
 





significant differences between the two fall conditions in Study 1, so I dropped the slip condition 
from this second study. In this new scenario, the target describes winning a sizable prize from a 
scratch lottery ticket. They go on to describe how this winning has helped them to afford school, 
get a better apartment and car, and experience an overall better quality of life. This new scenario 
was an important addition because it allows my earlier findings to be explored in the context of a 
positive event. This will further build an understanding of how narcissism affects how people 
perceive others’ deservingness.  
Materials 
             The participants were first asked to complete the pre-manipulation PANAS, pleasure 
(schadenfreude), and empathy measure, as well as the Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale and the 
Five-Factor of Narcissism Inventory-Short Form. They were then asked to listen to the same 
interview audio clips as in Study 1. Following this, they answered questions measuring their 
liking of the target and perceived target narcissism. Next, the participants were asked to listen to 
one of two additional audio clips from the same target. In one condition, they heard the same clip 
as in Study 1, where the target described breaking his leg in a skiing accident. In the other 
condition, the clip was of the target describing winning the lottery and all of the social, financial, 
academic, and emotional benefits of winning. Finally, the participants completed a measure of 
deservingness, the post-manipulation measures of PANAS, schadenfreude/pleasure and empathy, 
and routine demographics.  
Narcissism  
           To measure the participants' narcissism, they completed the Five-Factor of Narcissism 
Inventory-Short Form (FFNI-SF; Glover et al., 2012). The FFNI-SF has subscales that assess 
both grandiose and vulnerable narcissism (Miller et al., 2016). In addition to the two-factor 





grandiose and vulnerable narcissism subscales, the items in the FFNI-SF can be divided into 
three dimensions of narcissism: antagonism, agentic extraversion, and narcissistic neuroticism. 
Recent research, on which the FFNI-SF is based, suggests that grandiose narcissism can be 
viewed as consisting of agentic extraversion and antagonism (which parallel narcissistic 
admiration and rivalry). Vulnerable narcissism can be seen as consisting of antagonism and 
narcissistic neuroticism. In this view, antagonism is the common dimension shared by both 
grandiose and vulnerable narcissism. In the analyses for the present study, we present results 
only for the two-factor model of narcissism. Vulnerable narcissism (α=.83) contained items like 
“I hate being criticized so much that I can’t control my temper when it happens.” Grandiose 
narcissism (α=.91) was captured with items like “I get lots of enjoyment from entertaining 
others” and “I don’t worry about others’ needs.” The participants answered 60 questions on a 5-
point Likert scale where one was “disagree strongly” and 5 was “agree strongly”. The responses 
were summed according the five subscales. 
PANAS  
           The scale for the PANAS remained the same as Study 1 when initially presented to the 
participants. It was presented before and after the outcome condition in Study 2. When presented 
before the manipulations, participants were asked whether they experienced the listed emotions 
in the last week. When presented post-manipulations, the scale was adapted to ask the 
participants whether they felt those emotions while listening to the target's experience.  
Pleasure/Schadenfreude and Empathy  
           To measure the participants' pleasure/schadenfreude and empathy, I used scales adapted 
from James et al. (2014) and Batson et al. (1989), respectively. The participants answered 
whether they experienced several emotions on a 5-point scale where 1 was “very slightly or not 





at all” and 5 was “extremely”. For pleasure/schadenfreude, these emotions included amused, 
satisfied, pleased, happy, and relieved. When these items were measured in response to the 
positive outcome they were labeled as pleasure. However, when these items were measured in 
response to the negative outcome they can be considered to reflect schadenfreude. For empathy, 
these emotions included sympathetic, compassionate, warm, soft-hearted, tender, and moved. 
Similarly to the PANAS, the emotions were presented to the participants before and after the 
manipulations. When presented before, they were asked how often they experienced them in the 
last week. In the post-condition, they were asked to what extent they experienced them while 
listening to the target's experience.  
Results 
I analyzed the relationship between the participant's narcissism, the target narcissism 
condition (i.e., narcissistic vs. non-narcissistic), the outcome condition (i.e., positive vs. 
negative), and the different dependent variables (i.e., perceived narcissism, liking, empathy, 
schadenfreude/pleasure, and deservingness). This was done through a series of multiple linear 
regressions. Each set of regressions was done for each narcissism subscale separately (FFNI-
Grandiose and FFNI-Vulnerable2), which were centered. The target narcissism condition was 
effect coded for the non-narcissistic target (-1) and the narcissistic target (1). The outcome 
condition was also effect coded for the positive outcome condition (1) and the negative outcome 
condition (-1).  
 
2 All analyses in Study 2 were run using all five subscales of the FFNI. The two main subscales (grandiose and 
vulnerable) were included in the results section only. However, the results for remaining three subscales can be 
found in Appendix C.  





Perceived Target Narcissism  
I tested effects on the target's perceived narcissism by regressing perceived narcissism 
ratings on the participant's narcissism, the target narcissism condition and their interaction. I first 
ran the analysis using the FFNI-Grandiose subscale. As in Study 1, there was a significant main 
effect of the target narcissism condition (p<.001). Participants perceived the narcissistic target as 
more narcissistic than the non-narcissistic target. However, unlike Study 1, there was no 
significant main effect of participant narcissism (p=.99). Similar to Study 1, there was a 
significant interaction between the target narcissism condition and participants' narcissism for the 
FFNI-Grandiose subscale (p=.010). A simple slopes analysis demonstrates that participant 
narcissism predicts perceived target narcissism only when the target is narcissistic (b=-.005, 
p=.05). Participants high in narcissism perceived the narcissistic target as less narcissistic than 
participants low in narcissism. There was no significant difference between participants high or 
low in narcissism for the non-narcissistic target. A test of simple effects found that there is a 
significant effect of the target narcissism condition at -1 SD of the FFNI-G (b=1.90, p<.001) and 
at +1 SD of the FFNI-G (b=1.74, p<.001). At each level of the FFNI-G participants viewed the 
narcissist target as more narcissistic than the non-narcissistic target.  
 Using the FFNI-Vulnerable subscale, there was a significant main-effect of target 
narcissism condition (p<.001). The narcissistic target was perceived as more narcissistic than the 
non-narcissistic target. Converging with Study 1 once again, there was no significant main effect 
of participant narcissism nor a significant interaction for this analysis.  
 
Table 8 
Multiple linear regression of perceived target narcissism on trait narcissism (FFNI-G and FFNI-









The interaction of participant narcissism (FFNI-Grandiose) and target narcissism 





























 β t p ΔR2 
Step 1 - - - .83 
    FFNI-G <.01 .02 .99 - 
    Narcissism Condition .92 63.11 <.001 - 
Step 2 - - - <.01 
    FFNI-G X Narcissism Condition -.04 -2.98 .003 - 
 
Step 1 - - - .83 
    FFNI-V .02 1.56 .120 - 
    Narcissism Condition .91 63.22 <.001 - 
Step 2 - - - <.01 
    FFNI-V X Narcissism Condition .01 .92 .36 - 








The interaction of participant narcissism (FFNI-Vulnerable) and target narcissism condition for 
perceived target narcissism.  
Liking 
           To test the hypothesis that participants low in narcissism like the narcissistic target less 
than the non-narcissistic target and less than the participants high in narcissism, I regressed 
liking on participants' narcissism, the target narcissism condition and their interaction. Using the 
FFNI-G first, there was a significant main effect of the target narcissism condition (p<.001). 
Participants liked the narcissistic target less than the non-narcissistic target. Unlike in Study 1, 
there was no significant main effect of participant narcissism (p=.487). There was a significant 
interaction between participant narcissism and the target narcissism condition for the FFNI-
Grandiose subscale (p<.001). Through a test of simple slopes it was observed that participant 
narcissism predicts liking of the target when the target is non-narcissistic, (b=-.01, p=.001). As 

































predicts liking of the target when the target is narcissistic (b=.01, p<.001). As participant 
narcissism increases, the liking of the target also increases. A test of simple effects revealed that 
there was a significant effect of the target narcissism condition at -1SD of the FFNI-G (b=-1.40, 
p<.001) and at +1SD (b=-1.11, p<.001). At both levels of the FFNI-G, participants liked the 
narcissistic target less than the non-narcissistic target.  
 Using the FFNI-V there was a significant main effect of the target narcissism condition 
(p<.001). The narcissistic target was liked less than the non-narcissistic target. There was no 
significant interaction or main effect of the FFNI-V in the analysis.  
Table 9 
Multiple linear regression of liking of the target on trait narcissism (FFNI-G or FFNI-V) and 
target narcissism condition. 
 β t p ΔR2 
Step 1 - - - .72 
    FFNI-G .01 .70 .487 - 
    Narcissism Condition -.87 -47.98 <.001 - 
Step 2 - - - <.01 
    FFNI-G X Narcissism Condition .10 5.31 <.001 - 
 
Step 1 - - - .72 
    FFNI-V -.02 -1.24 .214 - 
    Narcissism Condition -.85 -47.02 <.001 - 
Step 2 - - - <.01 
    FFNI-V X Narcissism Condition .03 1.43 .152 - 
 







The interaction between participant narcissism (FFNI-Grandiose) and target narcissism 
condition for liking. 
 
Figure 27 
The interaction between participant narcissism (FFNI-Vulnerable) and target narcissism 















































          I next analyzed empathy by regressing empathy on the participants' narcissism, the 
narcissism condition, the outcome condition and all of their interactions. Participants completed 
the measure of empathy, and all other subsequent measures in this results section, after listening 
to the outcome manipulation. Therefore, I transitioned from conducting a two-step analysis to a 
three-step analysis including the outcome condition. Similar to Study 1, there was a significant 
main effect of narcissism condition in analyses that included the FFNI-Grandiose subscale 
(p<.001). As predicted, participants reported more empathy for the non-narcissistic target than 
the narcissistic target. There was also a significant interaction between the outcome condition 
and the target narcissism condition for the FFNI-Grandiose subscale (p=.004). A test of simple 
effects found that target narcissism predicts expressed empathy for the target when the outcome 
is negative (b=-.26, p<.001). Participants expressed more empathy for the non-narcissistic target 
than the narcissistic target. Target narcissism also predicts expressed empathy for the target when 
the outcome is positive, (b=-.45, p<.001). Participants again expressed more empathy for the 
non-narcissistic target than the narcissistic target. The effect of target narcissism on empathy was 
more pronounced in the positive outcome condition than the negative outcome condition. Simple 
effects also demonstrated that there was a significant effect of the outcome condition when the 
target was non-narcissistic (b=-12, p=.018). Participants expressed more empathy for the target 
in the negative outcome condition than the positive outcome condition. There were no other 
significant main effects of interactions for this analysis.  
 Analyses of the FFNI-V, revealed the same main effect of the target narcissism condition 
(p<.001), and significant interaction between the target narcissism condition and the outcome 





condition (p=.009). The tests of simple effects revealed the same interaction pattern and 
significance levels. There were no significant effects involving the FFNI-V itself.  
Table 10 
Multiple linear regression of empathy towards the target on trait narcissism (FFNI-G or FFNI-
V), target narcissism condition and fall condition. 
 β t p ΔR2 
Step 1 - - - .11 
    FFNI-G .02 .61 .540 - 
    Narcissism Condition -.33 -9.88 <.001 - 
    Outcome Condition -.03 -.77 .443 - 
Step 2 - - - .01 
    FFNI-G X Narcissism Condition .02 -.77 .926 - 
    FFNI-G X Outcome Condition .02 .49 .647 - 
    Narcissism Condition X Outcome Condition -.09 -2.86 .004 - 
Step 3 - - - <.01 
    FFNI-G X Narcissism Condition X Outcome Condition .04 1.17 .243 - 
Step 1 - - - .11 
    FFNI-V -.03 -.95 .341 - 
    Narcissism Condition -.32 -9.96 <.001 - 
    Outcome Condition -.02 -.68 .497 - 
Step 2 - - - .01 
    FFNI-V X Narcissism Condition .01 .25 .883 - 
    FFNI-V X Outcome Condition -.04 -1.07 .287 - 
    Narcissism Condition X Outcome Condition -.09 -2.64 .009 - 
Step 3 - - - <.01 
    FFNI-V X Narcissism Condition X Outcome Condition .02 .64 .523 - 
 













































Empathy as a function of target narcissism condition, outcome condition, and participant 
narcissism (FFNI-Vulnerable).  
Schadenfreude/Pleasure 
I then analyzed the results for schadenfreude/pleasure. As explained earlier, 
schadenfreude refers to a person’s positive reactions to another’s misfortune. I used the same 


































distinction in mind, I use the word pleasure to describe positive reactions to the positive outcome 
and schadenfreude when the outcome is negative. I predicted that participants would express 
more schadenfreude for the narcissistic target experiencing a negative outcome, relative to the 
non-narcissistic target. It was also predicated that participants high in narcissism would express 
more schadenfreude and less pleasure overall than participants low in narcissism. I first 
conducted this analysis using the FFNI-G. I found a significant main effect of participant 
narcissism (p<.001) and a significant main effect of the target narcissism condition (p<.001). I 
also found a significant main effect of the outcome condition (p<.001). Participants reported 
more pleasure in the positive outcome condition than the negative outcome condition. 
Additionally, I found a significant interaction between participant narcissism and the outcome 
condition (p=.025), as well as an interaction between the target narcissism condition and the 
outcome condition (p<.001).  These results were qualified by a significant three-way interaction 
between participant narcissism, target narcissism condition, and outcome condition for the FFNI-
Grandiose subscale (p=.017). Simple slopes analyses demonstrated that when the narcissistic 
target experienced a positive outcome, participants high in narcissism reported more feelings of 
pleasure (b=.01, p=.008). There was no significant relation between pleasure and participant 
narcissism for the non-narcissistic target experiencing a positive outcome (b=-.003, p=.347). 
Participants high in narcissism reported more schadenfreude for the non-narcissistic target 
(b=.01, p<.001) and the narcissistic target (b=.01, p=.007) than participants low in narcissism.  
 








Three-way interaction between participant narcissism (FFNI-Grandiose), narcissism condition 
and outcome condition for schadenfreude/pleasure.  
           In the analysis that included the FFNI-Vulnerable subscale, there was a significant main 
effect of outcome condition (p<.001). There was also a significant main effect of narcissism 
condition (p<.001). These effects were qualified by a significant interaction between the target 
















































target narcissism condition did not predict schadenfreude (in the negative outcome condition; b=-
.01, p=.86). However, participants expressed more pleasure for the non-narcissistic target than 
the narcissistic target experiencing the positive outcome (b=-.47, p<.001). It was also found that 
participants reported more pleasure for the target in the positive outcome than schadenfreude in 
the negative outcome for both the non-narcissistic target (b=.81, p<.001), and for the narcissistic 
target (b=.35, p<.001).  This effect was greater for the non-narcissistic target.  
There was also a significant interaction between the narcissism condition and the FFNI-V 
(b=.06, p=.025). However, a test of simple slopes showed that participant narcissism does not 
predict schadenfreude/pleasure when the target is not narcissistic (b=-.01, p=.10) or when the 
target is narcissistic (b=.01, p=.19). There is a significant effect of target narcissism condition at 
-1SD of the FFNI-V (b=-.33, p<.001) and at +1SD (b=-.16, p=.002). At all levels of the FFNI-V, 
participants report more schadenfreude/pleasure for the non-narcissistic target than the 
narcissistic target.  
Table 11 
Multiple linear regression of schadenfreude/pleasure on trait narcissism (FFNI-G), target 
narcissism condition and fall condition. 
 β t p ΔR2 
Step 1 - - - .31 
    FFNI-G .11 4.11 <.001 - 
    Narcissism Condition -.21 -7.58 <.001 - 
    Outcome Condition .51 18.08 <.001 - 
Step 2 - - - .05 
    FFNI-G X Narcissism Condition .04 1.34 .180 - 
    FFNI-G X Outcome Condition -.06 -2.25 .025 - 
    Narcissism Condition X Outcome Condition -.1 -7.59 <.001 - 
Step 3 - - - <.01 
    FFNI-G X Narcissism Condition X Outcome Condition .07 2.38 .017 - 
 
Step 1 - - - .30 
    FFNI-V -.01 -.48 .632 - 





    Narcissism Condition -.21 -7.36 <.001 - 
    Outcome Condition .50 17.78 <.001 - 
Step 2 - - - .04 
    FFNI-V X Narcissism Condition .06 2.28 .023 - 
    FFNI-V X Outcome Condition .00 .07 .944 - 
    Narcissism Condition X Outcome Condition -.20 -7.11 <.001 - 
Step 3 - - - <.01 



















































Schadenfreude/pleasure as a function of participant narcissism (FFNI-V), target narcissism, and 
outcome condition.  
Deservingness  
  To test the effects on perceptions of deservingness, I regressed deservingness on 
participants' narcissism, the target narcissism condition, the outcome condition and their 
interactions. I first conducted this analysis using the FFNI-Grandiose subscale. A summary of 
the results of this analysis can be found in Table 12. As in Study 1, there was a significant main 
effect of participant narcissism (p<.001), target narcissism (p=.036) and the outcome condition 
(p<.001). My analyses also yielded a significant interaction between the outcome condition and 
the participants' narcissism (b=-.06, p=.024). A test of simple slopes found that participants high 
in narcissism perceived the target experiencing a negative outcome as more deserving than 
participants low in narcissism (b=.01, p<.001). When examining the interaction in a different 
way, it was found that there is a significant effect of outcome condition at -1SD of the FFNI-G 
(b=.68, p<.001) and at +1SD (b=.51, p<.001). At each level of the FFNI-G, participants 
perceived the target in the negative outcome as less deserving than the target in the positive 
outcome condition.  
There was also a significant interaction between the target narcissism condition and the 
participants' narcissism (p=.024). A simple slopes analysis found that participants high in 
narcissism perceived the narcissistic target as more deserving of the outcome than participants 
low in narcissism.  (b=.01, p<.001). This same pattern was not found when looking at the non-
narcissistic target (b=.002, p=.483). When looking at this analysis with the different levels of 
narcissism, there is a significant effect of target narcissism condition at -1SD of the FFNI-G (b=-





.17, p=.003). Participants low in narcissism perceived the narcissistic target as less deserving 
than the non-narcissistic target. However, there was no significant effect of target narcissism 
condition at +1SD of the FFNI-G (b=.03, p=.62).  
I found a significant interaction between the outcome condition and the target narcissism 
condition (b=-.24, p<.001). Simple slopes showed that participants perceived the narcissistic 
target as more deserving than the non-narcissistic target in the negative outcome condition 
(b=.21, p<.001), whereas participants perceived the non-narcissistic target as more deserving 
than the narcissistic target in the positive outcome condition (b=-.33, p<.001). Next, I conducted 
this same analysis using the FFNI-Vulnerable subscale. There was a significant main effect of 
the outcome condition (p<.001). Participants viewed the target in the positive outcome as more 
deserving than the target in the negative outcome. I found a significant interaction between the 
outcome condition and the target narcissism condition (p<.001). The pattern of results was the 
same as with the FFNI-Grandiose subscale. Unlike Study 1 and the results for the grandiose 
subscale, there were no further significant main effects or interactions for this analysis.  
Table 12 
Multiple linear regression of perceived deservingness on trait narcissism (FFNI-G or FFNI-V), 
target narcissism condition and fall condition. 
 β t p ΔR2 
Step 1 - - - .27 
    FFNI-G .12 4.23 <.001 - 
    Narcissism Condition -.06 -2.10 .036 - 
    Outcome Condition .51 17.67 <.001 - 
Step 2 - - - .06 
    FFNI-G X Narcissism Condition .07 2.26 .024 - 
    FFNI-G X Outcome Condition -.06 -2.25 .024 - 
    Narcissism Condition X Outcome Condition -.24 -8.40 <.001 - 
Step 3 - - - <.01 
    FFNI-G X Narcissism Condition X Outcome Condition .05 1.74 .083 - 





Step 1 - - - .26 
    FFNI-V -.05 -1.55 .121 - 
    Narcissism Condition -.05 -1.71 .088 - 
    Outcome Condition .50 17.46 <.001 - 
Step 2 - - - .05 
    FFNI-V X Narcissism Condition .01 .46 .646 - 
    FFNI-V X Outcome Condition .03 1.11 .268 - 
    Narcissism Condition X Outcome Condition -.23 -7.97 <.001 - 
Step 3 - - - <.01 














































Relation of participant narcissism (FFNI-Grandiose), target narcissism condition and the 




Deservingness as a function of participant narcissism (FFNI-V), the target narcissism condition, 










































Moderated Mediation for Deservingness.  
I next conducted a moderated mediation analysis using the PROCESS macro, Model 8 
(Hayes, 2018) with 5,000 bootstrap samples and 95% confidence intervals. The first analysis was 
to test whether liking mediated the moderated effect of target narcissism on deservingness. The 
model is depicted in the Figure 34. I split the data file into two separate files depending on the 
outcome condition. I first tested this model using the negative outcome condition and the FFNI-
G. There is no significant moderated mediation (95% CI [-.0016, .0000]). There is also no 
significant indirect effects. When testing this same model with the positive outcome condition 
and the FFNI-G, there is a significant moderated mediation (95% CI [.0021, .0064]). There is a 
significant indirect effect at -1SD (b=-.52, 95% CI [-.6799, -.3658]) and at +1SD (b=-.39, 95% 
CI [-.5119, -.2681]).   
 
Figure 34 
Moderated Mediation with the FFNI-G.  
Moderated Mediation for Empathy  
I next tested whether liking mediated the moderated effect of target narcissism on 
empathy. The model for this analysis is depicted in Figure 22. I first tested this model using the 





negative outcome condition and the FFNI-G as the measure of participant narcissism. There is a 
significant moderated mediation, (95% CI [.0002, .0030]). There is a significant indirect effect at 
-1SD of the FFNI-G (b=-.39, 95% CI [-.5673, -.2161]) and at +1SD (b=.34, 95% CI [-.4954, -
.1903]). When testing this same model using the positive outcome condition, the moderated 
mediation is significant (95% CI [.022, .0066]). There is a significant indirect effect at -1SD (b=-
.54, 95% CI [-.7307, -.3712]) and at +1SD (b=-.40, 95% CI [-.5533, -.2631]).   
 
Figure 35 
Moderated mediation using the FFNI-G.  
Discussion 
As expected, participants liked the narcissistic target less than the non-narcissistic target. 
I also found that participants high in grandiose narcissism liked the narcissistic target more than 
participants low in narcissism. Further, I found that participants viewed the narcissistic target as 
more deserving of the negative outcome, and less deserving of the positive outcome compared to 
the non-narcissistic target. I also found that participants high in grandiose narcissism, as 
compared to participants low in narcissism, viewed the negative outcome target as more 
deserving and the positive outcome target as less deserving.  





 There was partial support for my schadenfreude hypotheses. Participants did report more 
feelings of pleasure for the non-narcissistic target than the narcissistic target in the positive 
outcome condition. However, there was no significant difference between feelings of 
schadenfreude for the two targets in the negative outcome condition. There was also partial 
support for my final schadenfreude hypothesis. Participants high in narcissism reported more 
feelings of pleasure when hearing the target describe the negative outcome, regardless of whether 
the target was narcissistic or not. They did not, however, report less pleasure in response to 
positive outcomes, and reported more pleasure when the narcissistic target experienced a positive 
outcome, relative to less narcissistic participants. 
I did not find exactly the same pattern of results for empathy in Study 2 that I did in 
Study 1. In Study 2, participants did report less empathy for the narcissistic target than the non-
narcissistic target in the negative outcome condition. However, unlike Study 1, I did not find that 
participants who were high in grandiose narcissism reported less empathy than participants low 
in narcissism. This is inconsistent with previous literature, as well as inconsistent with Study 1. It 
is possible that this difference is due to the fact that the measure of empathy was changed in 
Study 2. This change was made in order to make the questions relevant in both the positive and 
negative outcome condition. However, it may be why the results differ. The other possible 
reason for the difference is the difference in populations. In Study 2, the participants were 
primarily older American adults, whereas in Study 1 the participants were Wilfrid Laurier 
Psychology students. The target used in both studies is described as being a university student as 
well. It is possible that students may respond differently to another student’s experiences than an 
individual who is further removed from the situation.  





It was also surprising to find that in Study 2 participants reported more feelings of 
empathy for the targets in the positive outcome condition than the negative outcome condition. 
This could be due to the way the scale presents feelings of empathy. The scale asks participants 
how much they experienced feelings like “warm”, “moved”, and “soft-hearted.” It is common to 
feel these emotions in response to a positive event as well, but differently than when in response 
to a negative event.  
The results for participants who are high in vulnerable narcissism were not the same as 
for participants who are high in grandiose narcissism.  Vulnerable narcissism was not related to 
liking of the target or perceived narcissism. It is possible that people who are high in vulnerable 
narcissism may not respond the same as those high in grandiose narcissism because the target is 
modeled after someone high in grandiose narcissism. Since the participants and target are not as 
similar for those high in grandiose narcissism, they could be less likely to like the target and 
more likely to perceive the target’s narcissism in the same way as someone low in vulnerable 
narcissism. It is also possible that vulnerable narcissism relates differently to perceptions of 
deservingness and empathy. Future research should further explore the difference between 
vulnerable narcissism and grandiose narcissism and the expression of empathy and perceived 
deservingness.   
General Discussion 
Study 1 and Study 2 found that narcissistic individuals are viewed less favourably than 
non-narcissistic individuals. Within both studies, when participants heard a narcissistic target 
describe a negative outcome, they were less empathetic and perceived the target to be more 
deserving of the outcome. Further, Study 2 found that when participants heard a narcissistic 
target describe a positive experience, they viewed the target as less deserving than a non-





narcissistic target. These differences were more prominent among participants who were low in 
grandiose narcissism.  Notably, I found support for the possibility that individuals’ perceptions 
of deservingness and empathy for narcissistic individuals are determined by more than just their 
preceding actions. Even when the target did not have control over the outcome (i.e., breaking his 
leg by slipping on ice or winning the lottery), narcissistic targets were still perceived as more 
deserving of negative outcomes and less deserving of positive outcomes. The findings of these 
two studies suggest that people may lack empathy for narcissistic individuals because they like 
narcissistic individuals less and perceive them to be less moral.  
Both studies also found that participants high in grandiose narcissism perceived all 
targets to be more deserving of a negative outcome than participants low in narcissism. This is 
consistent with the fact that individuals who are high in narcissism lack empathy for others. It 
also suggests that people high in grandiose narcissism think that others deserve to experience 
negative outcomes more than people low in grandiose narcissism do. This raises several 
questions. First, it is still unknown why this is the case. One possibility is that people who are 
high in narcissism may be aware that others do not empathize with them, so in turn, they do not 
empathize back. Of course, it is not clear if this is the ultimate origin of narcissists’ lack of 
empathy and increased perceptions that others deserve negative outcomes. Their own callousness 
may feed into others’ reactions to them, which might then further affect their own callousness. 
That is, others may perceive a narcissistic person as unempathetic and not empathize with them, 
which then may motivate the narcissistic person to not empathize with others in return.  
           Study 1 manipulated how much control the target had over the outcome. I found that 
participants perceived the target in the skiing condition as more deserving than in the slip 
condition. Overall, when the target had more control over the outcome he was perceived as 





deserving the outcome more. However, the amount of control the target had did not moderate the 
effect of participant and target narcissism on perceptions of deservingness. This finding may be 
surprising. My findings suggest that perceivers do not view narcissistic targets as more deserving 
because they perceive their narcissistic behaviour as playing a greater role in causing the 
outcome; even under conditions of low control, they still viewed narcissistic targets as more 
deserving of negative outcomes. But when the target did have greater control, one might expect 
narcissism to be less relevant (i.e., the behaviour of even the less narcissistic target could have 
helped cause the outcome). My research did not look at how a high amount of control may 
change this difference, however. It is possible that under a high degree of control (i.e., the target 
clearly helped cause the outcome through their actions) that participants would perceive a target 
to be drastically more deserving of an outcome regardless of their level of narcissism. Future 
research could explore whether target narcissism affects perceptions of deservingness less when 
the target has high control over the outcome.  
 Study 2 sought to further test how narcissism relates to deservingness and empathy in 
response to a positive outcome. I found that participants perceived the narcissistic target as less 
deserving of the positive outcome and reported less empathy toward them (although in this case, 
empathy likely reflects warm feelings and being moved by hearing about the positive outcome). 
On the other hand, I did not find that participant narcissism predicted perceived deservingness of 
the positive outcome. It did not appear to matter if the participant was narcissistic or not when 
responding to the positive outcome.  
           Overall, the findings of both studies have added to the understanding of how narcissism 
relates to empathy and perceptions of deservingness, both in terms of the narcissism of the 
perceiver and the narcissism of the target. It is clear from my research that there is more involved 





in the determination of deservingness than just preceding actions. People may think that people 
deserve negative outcomes when they are disliked or perceived to be an immoral person. This 
may be due to immanent justice reasoning.  
Immanent justice reasoning is when someone believes that a negative outcome is due to 
previous bad behaviour, not directly linked to the outcome. If there is no clear explanation for an 
outcome, people may search for meaning beyond the events that lead to the outcome (Callen, 
Ellard, & Nicol, 2006). For example, when the participants heard the target describe breaking his 
leg by slipping on ice, there was no direct explanation for why this happened to Brett. So, based 
on the theory of immanent justice reasoning, they may have looked beyond the specific situation, 
and drew on his possible other behaviors to consider his deservingness. People may feel there 
needs to be a balance of behaviors and outcomes, even when they are not directly related. Even if 
the direct preceding actions of the outcome are not negative, if the actor is thought to have 
negative actions overall in life, they may be perceived to deserve a hardship of some 
sort. Support for this theory has been found in previous literature. In one study participants were 
presented with an ostensibly true news article about a man who was in a serious car accident. 
The man was either said to be involved in an extramarital affair right before the accident, or he 
was leaving a meeting with a travel agent. The researchers found that participants viewed the 
man as being more deserving when he cheated on his wife than when he did not. They also found 
that the ratings of immanent justice were significantly correlated with how deserving they 
perceived the man to be (Callen, Ellard, & Nicol, 2006). The current findings may suggest that 
narcissistic individuals are more likely to be assumed to have behaved negatively in the past, in 
ways that make them more deserving of misfortune. 





Perceived target morality was found to mediate the relationship between target narcissism 
and perceived deservingness. With immanent justice reasoning in mind, it is possible that 
participants believed that the target deserved the negative outcome due to their poor prior 
behaviours. Based on the target’s responses to the interview questions, his previous behaviours 
may have seemed more likely to be immoral, however they did not appear to lead to direct 
consequences. Thus, through immanent justice, the narcissistic target may be perceived to have 
eventually “got what he deserves.” 
This finding is also seen with a positive outcome. If someone is viewed as an immoral 
person, people may not want to see them have a positive outcome. The scenario used in my 
present research was a positive outcome due to chance (i.e., winning the lottery). Callen and 
colleagues (2006) explored a similar scenario in their research as well. They presented 
participants with a news article about a man winning a sizeable lottery. Included in the article 
were interviews with people who knew him who either described him positively or negatively. 
They found that participants perceived the positive portrayal of the man as more deserving than 
the negative portrayal. As well, immanent justice ratings were correlated with perceived 
deservingness (Callen et al., 2006).  Given the use of the lottery example, it is not known 
whether the results would differ if the positive outcome was the result of positive actions. It is 
possible that if the positive outcome is due to hard work directly related to the outcome, then 
people may perceive the target to be more deserving, regardless of the target’s personality or 
narcissism. A future study should explore whether more control over a positive outcome changes 
the results.        
In Study 1 I found that target morality mediated the relationship between target 
narcissism and perceived deservingness. I also found in Study 1 that liking mediated the 





relationship between target narcissism and empathy for the target. In Study 2 I found that liking 
mediated the relationship between narcissism and both deservingness and empathy. These 
findings, overall, can be understood through Feather’s (2006) person-other variable. Feather 
argues that a well-liked person will be perceived as more deserving of positive outcomes and less 
deserving of negative outcomes. I found that when participants liked the narcissistic target less 
they were more likely to perceive the target as more deserving of the negative outcome and less 
deserving of the positive outcome. This also supports the idea that the earlier findings of Zhao 
and Jordan (2019) were not based on the direct preceding actions of the target. The participants’ 
perceptions of deservingness were mediated by how much they liked the narcissistic target. This 
liking was formed based on information that was completely unrelated to the outcome that the 
target experienced.  
Burgmer and colleagues (2021) tested how narcissistic individuals reacted to positive and 
negative experiences of a close other, and how it may invoke schadenfreude. However, they did 
not find any relation between narcissism and schadenfreude. As noted earlier, this may be 
because they focused on reactions to the outcomes of a close friend. In Study 2 I tested a similar 
model with a stranger as the target. I found that participants high in grandiose narcissism did 
express more schadenfreude than participants low in grandiose narcissism. However, this finding 
was not found when considering vulnerable narcissism.  
           Another limitation to consider is the order that the survey items were presented. In both 
studies, the participants listened to the first set of interview questions that either depicted the 
target as narcissistic or not narcissistic. This set of clips always came before they listened to the 
positive or negative outcome. It is possible that hearing the participant boast about how great and 
capable he is in the narcissistic condition influenced how they responded to the outcome. 





Hearing the target say things about how much better he is than others may make it more difficult 
to then believe that he is experiencing hardships following breaking his leg. This may make it 
seem as though the target is exaggerating the severity of the outcome. However, the target’s 
responses to the earlier interview questions are not related to the negative outcome he later 
describes. The target does boast about his academic performance in the earlier interview 
questions, and then later describes his grades falling as a result of his accident. However, this is a 
minor aspect of overall scenario laid out. Since the topics are not closely related, it is likely that 
this is not a major concern.  
           Similarly, participants are prompted to assess their opinions about the target before 
listening to the final audio clip and reporting how empathetic they are and how deserving they 
perceive the target. Asking the participants questions that assess how narcissistic the target is and 
how much they like him may encourage them to think about this more than they spontaneously 
would. This may have led to participants forming harsher opinions about deservingness and 
having less empathy for the narcissistic target. To assess whether this is a significant factor in the 
results, future research could counterbalance the order of the liking measure and ratings of 
deservingness and empathy.   
Conclusion 
      I found support for most of my hypotheses in Study 1 and Study 2. The narcissistic target 
received less empathy and was perceived as more deserving of negative outcomes and less 
deserving of positive outcomes. Further, participants high in grandiose narcissism were less 
empathic and perceived others as more deserving of negative outcomes than participants who 
were low in narcissism. On the other hand, there were few significant differences found for 
people high in vulnerable narcissism. While there are still many unanswered questions of why 





these findings occurred, this research has furthered our understanding of how narcissistic 
individuals receive and experience empathy.  
 
 





Appendix A – Materials for Study 1 
 
40-Item Narcissistic Personality Inventory (NPI) 
This inventory consists of a number of pairs of statements with which you may or may not 
identify. 
 
Consider this example: 
A. I like having authority over people 
B. I don't mind following orders 
 
Which of these two statements is closer to your own feelings about yourself?  If you identify 
more with "liking to have authority over people" than with "not minding following orders", then 
you would choose option A. 
 
You may identify with both A and B.  In this case you should choose the statement which seems 
closer to yourself RIGHT NOW.  Or, if you do not identify with either statement at this moment, 
select the one which is least objectionable or remote.  In other words, read each pair of 
statements and then choose the one that is closer to your own feelings.  Indicate your answer by 
selecting the appropriate letter (A or B). 
 
1. A. I have a natural talent for influencing people. 
B. I am not good at influencing people. 1. _____ 
 
2. A. Modesty doesn't become me. 
B. I am essentially a modest person. 2. _____ 
 
3. A. I would do almost anything on a dare. 
B. I tend to be a fairly cautious person. 3. _____ 
 
4. A. When people compliment me I sometimes get embarrassed. 
B. I know that I am good because everybody keeps telling me so. 4. _____ 
 
5. A. The thought of ruling the world frightens the hell out of me. 
B. If I ruled the world it would be a better place. 5. _____ 
 
6. A. I can usually talk my way out of anything. 
B. I try to accept the consequences of my behaviour. 6. _____ 
 
7. A. I prefer to blend in with the crowd. 
B. I like to be the center of attention. 7. _____ 
 
8. A. I will be a success. 
B. I am not too concerned about success. 8. _____ 
 
9. A. I am no better or worse than most people. 
B. I think I am a special person. 9. _____ 






10. A. I am not sure if I would make a good leader. 
B. I see myself as a good leader. 10. _____ 
 
11. A. I am assertive. 
B. I wish I were more assertive. 11. _____ 
 
12. A. I like to have authority over other people. 
B. I don't mind following orders. 12. _____ 
 
13. A. I find it easy to manipulate people. 
B. I don't like it when I find myself manipulating people. 13. _____ 
 
14. A. I insist upon getting the respect that is due me. 
B. I usually get the respect that I deserve. 14. _____ 
 
15. A. I don't particularly like to show off my body. 
B. I like to show off my body. 15. _____ 
 
16. A. I can read people like a book. 
B. People are sometimes hard to understand. 16. _____ 
 
17. A. If I feel competent I am willing to take responsibility for making decisions. 
B. I like to take responsibility for making decisions. 17. _____ 
 
18. A. I just want to be reasonably happy. 
B. I want to amount to something in the eyes of the world. 18. _____ 
 
19. A. My body is nothing special. 
B. I like to look at my body. 19. _____ 
 
20. A. I try not to be a show off. 
B. I will usually show off if I get the chance. 20. _____ 
 
21. A. I always know what I am doing. 
B. Sometimes I am not sure of what I am doing. 21. _____ 
 
22. A. I sometimes depend on people to get things done. 
B. I rarely depend on anyone else to get things done. 22. _____ 
 
23. A. Sometimes I tell good stories. 
B. Everybody likes to hear my stories. 23. _____ 
 
24. A. I expect a great deal from other people. 
B. I like to do things for other people. 24. _____ 
 





25. A. I will never be satisfied until I get all that I deserve. 
B. I take my satisfactions as they come. 25. _____ 
 
26. A. Compliments embarrass me. 
B. I like to be complimented. 26. _____ 
 
27. A. I have a strong will to power. 
B. Power for its own sake doesn't interest me. 27. _____ 
 
28. A. I don't care about new fads and fashions. 
B. I like to start new fads and fashions. 28. _____ 
 
29. A. I like to look at myself in the mirror. 
B. I am not particularly interested in looking at myself in the mirror. 29. _____ 
 
30. A. I really like to be the center of attention. 
B. It makes me uncomfortable to be the center of attention. 30. _____ 
 
31. A. I can live my life in any way I want to. 
B. People can't always live their lives in terms of what they want. 31. _____ 
 
32. A. Being an authority doesn't mean that much to me. 
B. People always seem to recognize my authority. 32. _____ 
 
33. A. I would prefer to be a leader. 
B. It makes little difference to me whether I am a leader or not. 33. _____ 
 
34. A. I am going to be a great person. 
B. I hope I am going to be successful. 34. _____ 
 
35. A. People sometimes believe what I tell them. 
B. I can make anybody believe anything I want them to. 35. _____ 
 
36. A. I am a born leader. 
B. Leadership is a quality that takes a long time to develop. 36. _____ 
 
37. A. I wish somebody would someday write my biography. 
B. I don't like people to pry into my life for any reason. 37. _____ 
 
38. A. I get upset when people don't notice how I look when I go out in public. 
B. I don't mind blending into the crowd when I go out in public. 38. _____ 
 
39. A. I am more capable than other people. 
B. There is a lot that I can learn from other people. 39. _____ 
 
40. A. I am much like everybody else. 





B. I am an extraordinary person. 40. _____ 
 
Narcissistic Admiration and Rivalry (NARQ) 
Listed below are a number of statements. Please read each statement and decide to what extent 




2 3 4 5 6 
Agree 
Completely 
1. I am great. (Admiration, grandiosity) 
2. I will someday be famous. (Admiration, grandiosity) 
3. I show others how special I am. (Admiration, uniqueness) 
4. I react annoyed if another person steals the show from me. (Rivalry, aggressiveness) 
5. I enjoy my success very much. (Admiration, uniqueness) 
6. I secretly take pleasure in the failure of my rivals. (Rivalry, supremacy) 
7. Most of the time I am able to draw people’s attention to myself in conversations. 
(Admiration, charmingness) 
8. I deserve to be seen as a great personality. (Admiration, grandiosity) 
9. I want my rivals to fail. (Rivalry, supremacy) 
10. I enjoy it when another person is inferior to me. (Rivalry, supremacy) 
11. I often get annoyed when I am criticized. (Rivalry, aggressiveness) 
12. I can barely stand it if another person is at the center of events. (Rivalry, aggressiveness) 
13. Most people won’t achieve anything. (Rivalry, devaluation) 
14. Other people are worth nothing. (Rivalry, devaluation) 
15. Being a very special person gives me a lot of strength. (Admiration, uniqueness) 
16. I manage to be the center of attention with my outstanding contributions. (Admiration, 
charmingness) 
17. Most people are somewhat losers. (Rivalry, devaluation) 
18. Mostly, I am very adept at dealing with other people. (Admiration, charmingness) 
 
Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale 
Listed below are a number of statements about how people feel about themselves.  Please read 
each statement and decide whether you agree or disagree that the statement describes you, and to 


























1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
 
 
1. I feel that I am a person of worth, at 
least on an equal basis with others.       1       2       3       4       5       6       7       8       9 
 
2. I feel that I have a number of good qualities.      1       2       3       4       5       6       7       8       9 
 
3. All in all, I am inclined to feel that I am a 
failure.           1       2       3       4       5       6       7       8       9 
 
4. I am able to do things as well as most other 
people.            1       2       3       4       5       6       7       8       9 
 
5. I feel I do not have much to be proud of.       1       2       3       4       5       6       7       8       9 
 
6. I take a positive attitude toward myself.       1       2       3       4       5       6       7       8       9 
 
7. On the whole, I am satisfied with myself.      1       2       3       4       5       6       7       8       9 
 
8. I wish I could have more respect for myself.           1       2       3       4       5       6       7       8       9 
 
9. I certainly feel useless at times.         1       2       3       4       5       6       7       8       9 
 
10. At times I think I am no good at all.       1       2       3       4       5       6       7       8       9 
 
Moral Foundations Questionnaire 
 
Part 1. When you decide whether something is right or wrong, to what extent are the following 
considerations relevant to your thinking? Please rate each statement using this scale: 
 
      [0] = not at all relevant (This consideration has nothing to do with my judgments of right and 
wrong) 
         [1] = not very relevant 
            [2] = slightly relevant 
                [3] = somewhat relevant 
                   [4] = very relevant 
                      [5] = extremely relevant (This is one of the most important factors when I judge 
right and wrong) 
  
______Whether or not someone suffered emotionally  
______Whether or not some people were treated differently than others 
______Whether or not someone’s action showed love for his or her country 





______Whether or not someone showed a lack of respect for authority  
______Whether or not someone violated standards of purity and decency 
______Whether or not someone was good at math 
______Whether or not someone cared for someone weak or vulnerable 
______Whether or not someone acted unfairly 
______Whether or not someone did something to betray his or her group 
______Whether or not someone conformed to the traditions of society  
______Whether or not someone did something disgusting 
______Whether or not someone was cruel 
______Whether or not someone was denied his or her rights 
______Whether or not someone showed a lack of loyalty 
______Whether or not an action caused chaos or disorder 
______Whether or not someone acted in a way that God would approve of  
Part 2. Please read the following sentences and indicate your agreement or disagreement: 
 [0]  [1]  [2]  [3]  [4]  [5] 
       Strongly      Moderately         Slightly         Slightly      Moderately       Strongly 
       disagree        disagree         disagree           agree           agree         agree 
 
______Compassion for those who are suffering is the most crucial virtue. 
______When the government makes laws, the number one principle should be ensuring that 
everyone is treated fairly. 
 
______I am proud of my country’s history. 
______Respect for authority is something all children need to learn. 
______People should not do things that are disgusting, even if no one is harmed.  
______It is better to do good than to do bad. 
______One of the worst things a person could do is hurt a defenseless animal. 





______Justice is the most important requirement for a society. 
______People should be loyal to their family members, even when they have done something 
wrong.   
______Men and women each have different roles to play in society. 
______I would call some acts wrong on the grounds that they are unnatural. 
______It can never be right to kill a human being. 
______ I think it’s morally wrong that rich children inherit a lot of money while poor children 
inherit nothing. 
______ It is more important to be a team player than to express oneself. 
______ If I were a soldier and disagreed with my commanding officer’s orders, I would obey 
anyway because that is my duty. 
 
______ Chastity is an important and valuable virtue. 
Preference for Consistency Scale 
Listed below are a number of statements about how people feel about themselves. Please read 
each statement listed below and decide whether you agree or disagree that the statement 
describes you, and to what extent.  Please use the scale below and select the number that best 
















 Agree Strongly 
Agree 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
 
1. I prefer to be around people whose reactions I can anticipate. 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
2. It is important to me that my actions are consistent with my beliefs. 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
3. Even if my attitudes and actions seemed consistent with one another to me, it 
would bother me if they did not seem consistent in the eyes of others. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 






4. It is important to me that those who know me can predict what I will do. 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
5. I want to be described by others as a stable, predictable person. 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
6. Admirable people are consistent and predictable. 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
7. The appearance of consistency is an important part of the image I present to the 
world. 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
8. It bothers me when someone I depend upon is unpredictable. 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
9. I don’t like to appear as if I am inconsistent. 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
10. I get uncomfortable when I find my behavior contradicts my beliefs. 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
11. An important requirement for any friend of mine is personal consistency. 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
12. I typically prefer to do things the same way 
. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
13. I dislike people who are constantly changing their opinions. 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
14. I want my close friends to be predictable. 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
15. It is important to me that others view me as a stable person. 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
16. I make an effort to appear consistent to others. 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
17. I’m uncomfortable holding two beliefs that are inconsistent. 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
18. It doesn’t bother me much if my actions are inconsistent. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 






This scale consists of a number of words that describe different feelings and 
emotions.  Read each item and then circle the appropriate answer next to that word.  
Indicate to what extent you have felt this way during the past week. 
 
Use the following scale to record your answers. 
(1) = Very slightly 
or not at all (2) = A little (3) = Moderately (4) = Quite a bit (5) = Extremely 
     
1. Interested 1 2 3 4 5 
2. Distressed 1 2 3 4 5 
3. Excited 1 2 3 4 5 
4. Upset 1 2 3 4 5 
5. Strong 1 2 3 4 5 
6. Guilty 1 2 3 4 5 
7. Scared 1 2 3 4 5 
8. Hostile 1 2 3 4 5 
9. Enthusiastic 1 2 3 4 5 
10. Proud 1 2 3 4 5 
11. Irritable 1 2 3 4 5 
12. Alert 1 2 3 4 5 
13. Ashamed 1 2 3 4 5 
14. Inspired 1 2 3 4 5 
15. Nervous 1 2 3 4 5 
16. Determined 1 2 3 4 5 
17. Attentive 1 2 3 4 5 
18. Jittery 1 2 3 4 5 
19. Active 1 2 3 4 5 
20. Afraid 1 2 3 4 5 
         






First Set of Audio Clips Introduction 
In a previous journal study, we had undergraduate participants make monthly audio 
recordings where they talked about the events in their lives. We also recorded 
interviews with the participants, where they were asked to provided their honest 
responses to a variety of questions designed to help others get to know them. 
Although the participant in the audio recording you are about to hear answered many 
different questions during his interview, we selected 7 questions and answers that best 
describe the participant for you to hear. Afterward, you will be asked to answer some 
questions about your impression of the participant in the audio recording. 
 
Liking 
Listed below are a number of statements about how you feel toward Brett.  Please 










1. I think Brett seems likable. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
2. I think Brett seem like a pleasant person. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
3. I think it would be pleasant to make friends with Brett. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
4. I think I would like Brett if I met him in real life. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
5. I think I would enjoy working with Brett in an experiment. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
6. I have a negative impression of Brett. [r] 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 




Target Narcissism Manipulation Check 
 
Please answer the following question with Brett’s interview in mind. Listed below are a 
number of trait pairs. For each pair of traits, please use the scale to indicate whether you 
think one trait describes Brett more than the other. 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 











Not at all 
Individualistic 






Not at all Self-
confident 





Not at all 
Arrogant 





Not at all 
Exploitative 





Not at all 
Strategic 





Not at all 
Aggressive 





Not at all 
Upfront 





Not at all Rude 





Not at all 
Dominant 





Not at all 
Pompous 




1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 











Not at all 
Assertive 




          
1 
Not at all 
Devaluing of 
Others 





Final Audio Clip Introduction 
 
The next part of the study contains another audio recording from Brett’s participation in the 
journal study. You will listen to one of Brett’s audio recordings where he describes a difficulty 
he has been experiencing in his life. Afterward, you will be asked to answer some questions 
about the recording. Again, you will first see a question, then Brett’s answer below in the form of 
an audio recording. 
 
 
Please ensue that the volume of your device is turned on and put on your headphones, and make 
sure you are in a quiet area so you can hear the audio recording. Please read the question 
carefully, and then click the play button to listen to the audio recording. 
 
 
Deservingness & Attribution 
Next, you will be answering some questions about your opinions on the difficult experience Brett 
has just described. 
 
 
The following statements inquire about your opinions in regards to how you felt while listening 
to Brett talk about his difficulty. Please read each statement and record your responses using the 








1. I’d like to feel sorry for Brett after his accident, but deep down, I don’t 
feel he deserves my empathy. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
2. Brett deserves to feel down after his accident. 1 2 3 4 5 6 





3. Brett deserves to eventually feel better after his accident. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
4. Brett deserved to have broken his leg. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
5. In terms of his accident, I feel that Brett sort of had it coming. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
6. I feel that Brett was responsible for his accident. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
7. In terms of Brett having to struggle after his accident, I feel that he had it 
coming. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
8. I feel that Brett is responsible for his difficulties following his accident. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
9. I feel that Brett sort of deserves to have lost his social circle after his 
accident. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
10. I feel that Brett is responsible for losing his social circle after his accident. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
11. I feel that Brett deserves to struggle in school. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
12. In terms of Brett doing poorly at school after his accident, I feel that he 
sort of had it coming. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
 
In thinking about the events that led up to Brett’s accident: 
1. To what extent do you think Brett caused the accident? 
Totally not due to 
Brett 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Totally due to Brett 
 
2. To what extent do you think something about his situation (i.e., circumstances beyond his 
control) caused the accident? 
Totally not due to 
their situation 




Empathy – IRI (adapted from Davis, 1983) 
Listed below are a number of statements about how you felt toward Brett while listening to 
him discuss his difficulties.  Please read each statement and record your responses using 
the scale provided.  
(1) = Does not 
describe me 
well 
(2) (3) (4) (5) = Describes 
me very well 
1. I could imagine Brett’s accident happening to me. (PT) 1 2 3 4 5 
2. I had concerned feelings for Brett. (EC) 1 2 3 4 5 





3. I found it difficult to see things from Brett’s point of view. (PT)(-) 1 2 3 4 5 
4. I didn’t feel very sorry for Brett’s situation. (EC)(-) 1 2 3 4 5 
5. I really got involved with how Brett felt. (EC) 1 2 3 4 5 
6. When listening to Brett describe his difficulties, I felt apprehensive and 
ill-at-ease (PD) 
1 2 3 4 5 
7. I felt objective when listening to Brett describe his difficulties, and I 
wasn’t completely caught up in them. (PT)(-) 
1 2 3 4 5 
8. I tried to consider Brett’s view of his difficulties. (PT) 1 2 3 4 5 
9. I felt kind of protective towards Brett. (EC) 1 2 3 4 5 
10. I felt helpless when listening to Brett describe his struggles. (PD) 1 2 3 4 5 
11. I tried to understand Brett better by imagining how things look from his 
perspective. (PT) 
1 2 3 4 5 
12.       
13. Although Brett struggled after his accident, I remained calm while 
listening to him. (PD)(-) 
1 2 3 4 5 
14. Brett’s misfortune did not disturb me a great deal. (EC)(-) 1 2 3 4 5 
15.       
16. After hearing Brett talk about his difficulties, I felt as though I was in his 
place. (PT) 
1 2 3 4 5 
17. Being in Brett’s situation would scare me. (PD) 1 2 3 4 5 
18. When I thought of Brett struggling, I didn’t feel very much pity for him. 
(EC)(-) 
1 2 3 4 5 
19. I am usually pretty effective in dealing with problems like the one Brett 
described. (PD)(-) 
1 2 3 4 5 
20. I was quite touched listening to Brett describe his struggles. (EC) 1 2 3 4 5 
21.       
22. I felt soft-hearted toward Brett. (EC) 1 2 3 4 5 
23. When listening to Brett describe his challenges, I could very easily put 
myself in his place. (PT) 
1 2 3 4 5 
24. I would lose control in Brett’s situation. (PD) 1 2 3 4 5 





25. To understand better how Brett is feeling, I was able to put myself in 
Brett’s shoes. (PT) 
1 2 3 4 5 
26. When listening to Brett describe his difficulties, I imagined how I would 
feel if the events of his accident were happening to me. (PT) 




This information is helpful to ensure that we have a representative sample of participants in our 
study. 
Age ___   
Gender: Male____ Female____ Other____ Please specify (optional) ____ 
 
Are you currently employed? 
______ No 
______ Yes, part-time 




Please indicate your current household income in USD. 
______ Rather not say 
______ Under $10,000 
______ $10,000 - $19,999 
______ $20,000 - $29,999 
______ $30,000 - $39,999 
______ $40,000 - $49,999 
______ $50,000 - $74,999 
______ $75,000 - $99,999 
______ $100,000 - $150,000 
______ Over $150,000 
 
Please indicate your ethnic origin by choosing one of the categories listed below. Ethnic origin 
refers to the ethnic or cultural group(s) to which your recent ancestors belonged. Ethnic origin 
pertains to ancestral identity or background and should not be confused with citizenship or 
nationality. If you have multiple ethnic origins, then please select the one you most strongly 
identify with. If this is not possible, then leave this question blank. 
______ Caucasian 
______ East Asian 
______ South Asian 
______ Middle Eastern  
______ African 
______ Latin, Central, and South American 
______ Caribbean 
______ Aboriginal 





______ Other -- please specify: _________________________________ 
 
What do you think this study was about? ___________________________________________ 
Are there any reasons to disclude your answers from analysis? 
____________________________ 
 
Audio Transcript  
 
Recording 1 – Highly Narcissistic Condition:  
 
Question 1: When you are working in a group, how do you compare to others in term of 
leadership ability? 
 “I don’t think people even compare to me in leadership ability.” 
 
Question 2: At school, do you generally get along with your professors and classmates? 
 “It isn’t whether or not I get along with them; it is whether they can get along with me.” 
Question 3: If you were given the opportunity to teach your PS 101 course, how do you think 
you would do? 
 “I’d probably do better than the other 101 teachers at this school.” 
Question 4: If a teacher taught you a specific task, but you figured out a more efficient way of 
doing it, what would you do? 
 “If? This always happens. Sometimes I correct the professor, but I know it’s not my job 
to make everyone’s life easier.” 
Question 5: How do you feel when you unexpectedly become thee center of attention? 
 “What do you mean unexpectedly? I’m usually the center of attention, so I’d sort of 
expect it.” 
Question 6: Given your current accomplishments, would you consider yourself successful? 
 “Definitely. I have accomplished more than what most people have accomplished in a 
lifetime and I’ve still got a wide road ahead of me.” 
Question 7: What part of school is most challenging for you? 
 “School isn’t challenging for me. I really don’t even need to be in university.” 
Question 8: Would you say that you’re a people-person? 
 “I’d say so. When people don’t like me, it’s usually because they’re insecure with 
themselves.” 
 
Recording 2 – Non-Narcissistic Condition: 
 
Question 1: When you are working in a group, how do you compare to others in term of 
leadership ability? 





 “I’d say average? I usually don’t feel like I have more leadership experience than most 
other people.” 
Question 2: At school, do you generally get along with your professors and classmates? 
 “I try to be pretty friendly. There’s no sense in being difficult for no reason.” 
Question 3: If you were given the opportunity to teach your PS 101 course, how do you think 
you would do? 
 “I don’t have a degree in psychology, so probably not too great.” 
Question 4: If a teacher taught you a specific task, but you figured out a more efficient way of 
doing it, what would you do? 
 “Well, if I thought I had a better solution, I might talk to my professor after class about it 
to get some feedback.” 
Question 5: How do you feel when you unexpectedly become the center of attention? 
“I don’t necessarily like it, but sometimes you just have to go with it.” 
Question 6: Given your current accomplishments, would you consider yourself successful? 
 “I’m sure there are others more successful than me, but I’m happy with my 
accomplishments.” 
Question 7: What part of school is most challenging for you? 
 “I think the most challenging part of school is just learning how to juggle everything at 
once. There is no one thing in particular; it’s all of it together.” 
Question 8: Would you say that you’re a people-person? 
 “Sometimes. I mean, I can make friends, but I doubt I’d be good in sales.” 
 
 
Recording 3: Within Control Condition  
  
Question: Spend some time describing a significant challenge you’ve experienced in some 
detail. Describe the most significant thing that you’ve struggled with emotionally, recently. 
 
“Well I’m sure this is obvious, since I came in on crutches, but I broke my leg. I went on 
vacation out to Vancouver to ski on the slopes, and then swim the hot springs. It was supposed to 
be a great trip, but after the accident, it was ruined. It was the first day we were there and we 
wanted to get on the hills early. I went straight to the hardest hill since I’m really good at skiing. 
On our first trip down I landed too hard and heard a snap. They called for medics and it was so 
embarrassing, but it turns out I broke my leg. The rest of the trip was ruined. I couldn’t ski or 
swim with my friends and I had to stay alone in the chalet all day. It was the worst trip ever, it 
was so boring, I would just sit and watch daytime television. Now I can’t play on my rec hockey 
team this season either. We might have had a chance to win this year, our team was looking 
pretty good. I love hockey, it’s the best way for me to blow off steam. I have no way to let out 
my stress without it. Trying to sleep at night has also been a huge challenge. This cast is hard and 
heavy, which makes it impossible to get comfortable at night. I end up lying awake most the 





night waiting to finally fall asleep. I’m exhausted. Getting around school has been hard too. 
Trying to move around on these crutches when the halls are busy is a nightmare. I have to sit in 
the front row of lecture halls because there’s no way I can make it up those steps on these things. 
It all makes me not even want to go to class. I’m falling pretty far behind because of it and my 
grades are definitely slipping. Going out with the boys is out of the question too, bar floors are 
slippery enough without crutches. I honestly feel really isolated. I didn’t think something like 
breaking my leg would have this much of an effect on my life. I wouldn’t normally talk about 
this, but it’s been pretty difficult to deal with. “ 
 
Recording 4: No Control Condition  
 
Question: Spend some time describing a significant challenge you’ve experienced in some 
detail. Describe the most significant thing that you’ve struggled with emotionally, recently. 
 
Option 2 – Slip in the parking lot 
“Well I’m sure this is obvious, since I came in on crutches, but I broke my leg. I went on 
vacation out to Vancouver to ski on the slopes, and then swim the hot springs. It was supposed to 
be a great trip, but after the accident, it was ruined. It was the first day we were there. We were 
walking back after skiing all morning and I slipped on a patch of black ice in the parking lot. I 
thought I was fine at first, but when I tried to stand up I knew something was wrong. We went to 
the hospital to get it checked out, and it turns out I broke my leg pretty bad. The rest of the trip 
was ruined. I couldn’t ski or swim with my friends and I had to stay alone in the chalet all day. It 
was the worst trip ever, it was so boring, I would just sit and watch daytime television. Now I 
can’t play on my rec hockey team this season either. We might have had a chance to win this 
year, our team was looking pretty good. I love hockey, it’s the best way for me to blow off 
steam. I have no way to let out my stress without it. Trying to sleep at night has also been a huge 
challenge. This cast is hard and heavy, which makes it impossible to get comfortable at night. I 
end up lying awake most the night waiting to finally fall asleep. I’m exhausted. Getting around 
school has been hard too. Trying to move around on these crutches when the halls are busy is a 
nightmare. I have to sit in the front row of lecture halls because there’s no way I can make it up 
those steps on these things. It all makes me not even want to go to class. I’m falling pretty far 
behind because of it and my grades are definitely slipping. Going out with the boys is out of the 
question too, bar floors are slippery enough without crutches. I honestly feel really isolated. I 
didn’t think something like breaking my leg would have this much of an effect on my life. I 
















Appendix B – Materials for Study 2  
 
Five Factor of Narcissism Inventory (FFNI)  
 
This questionnaire contains 60 items. Each item is scored on a 1 to 5 scale, where 1 = the 
statement is false or that you strongly disagree; 2 = the statement is mostly false or you disagree; 
3 = the statement is about equally true or false, you cannot decide, or you are neutral on the 
statement; 4 = the statement is mostly true or you agree; and 5 = the statement is definitely true 
or you strongly agree. Please read each item carefully and provide your answer that best 
corresponds to your agreement or disagreement. There are no right or wrong answers. Describe 




Disagree a little Neither agree 
nor disagree 
Agree a little Agree strongly 
1 2 3 4 5 
 
1. I am extremely ambitious.  
2. Others say I brag too much, but everything I say is true.  
3. Leadership comes easy for me.  
4. When someone does something nice for me, I wonder what they want from me.  
5. I deserve to receive special treatment.  
6. I get lots of enjoyment from entertaining others.  
7. It’s fine to take advantage of persons to get ahead.  
8. I often fantasize about someday being famous.  
9. When people judge me, I just don’t care.  
10. I don’t worry about others’ needs.  
11. I’m pretty good at manipulating people.  
12. I often feel as if I need compliments from others in order to be sure of myself.  
13. I hate being criticized so much that I can’t control my temper when it happens.  
14. When I realize I have failed at something, I feel humiliated.  
15. I will try almost anything to get my “thrills”.  
16. I have a tremendous drive to succeed.  
17. I only associate with people of my caliber.  
18. I am comfortable taking on positions of authority.  
19. I trust that other people will be honest with me.  
20. I don’t think the rules apply to me as much as they apply to others.  
21. I like being noticed by others.  
22. I will use persons as tools to advance myself. 
23. I often fantasize about having lots of success and power.  
24. I don’t really care what others think of me.  
25. I don’t generally pay much attention to the woes of others.  
26. I can maneuver people into doing things.  
27. I am stable in my sense of self.  





28. I have at times gone into a rage when not treated rightly.  
29. I feel awful when I get put down in front of others.  
30. I am a bit of a daredevil.  
31. I aspire for greatness.  
32. I do not waste my time hanging out with people who are beneath me.  
33. Persons generally follow my lead and authority.  
34. I’m slow to trust people.  
35. It may seem unfair, but I deserve extra (i.e., attention, privileges, rewards).  
36. I like being the most popular person at a party.  
37. Sometimes to succeed you need to use other people.  
38. I rarely fantasize about becoming famously successful.  
39. I’m pretty indifferent to the criticism of others.  
40. I’m not big on feelings of sympathy.  
41. I can talk my way into and out of anything.  
42. I feel very insecure about whether I will achieve much in life.  
43. It really makes me angry when I don’t get what I deserve.  
44. I feel ashamed when people judge me.  
45. I would risk injury to do something exciting.  
46. I am driven to succeed.  
47. I am a superior person.  
48. I tend to take charge of most situations.  
49. I often think that others aren’t telling me the whole truth.  
50. I believe I am entitled to special accommodations.  
51. I love to entertain people.  
52. I’m willing to exploit others to further my own goals. 
53. Someday I believe that most people will know my name.  
54. Others’ opinions of me are of little concern to me.  
55. I don’t get upset by the suffering of others.  
56. It is easy to get people to do what I want.  
57. I wish I didn’t care so much about what others think of me.  
58. I feel enraged when people disrespect me.  
59. I feel foolish when I make a mistake in front of others.  




This scale consists of a number of words that describe different feelings and emotions.  Read each item and then 
circle the appropriate answer next to that word.  Indicate to what extent you have felt this way during the past week. 
Use the following scale to record your answers 
 
 






(1) = Very slightly 
or not at all 
(2) = A little (3) = Moderately (4) = Quite a bit (5) = Extremely 
     
21. Interested 1 2 3 4 5 
22. Distressed 1 2 3 4 5 
23. Excited 1 2 3 4 5 
24. Upset 1 2 3 4 5 
25. Strong 1 2 3 4 5 
26. Guilty 1 2 3 4 5 
27. Scared 1 2 3 4 5 
28. Hostile 1 2 3 4 5 
29. Enthusiastic 1 2 3 4 5 
30. Proud 1 2 3 4 5 
31. Irritable 1 2 3 4 5 
32. Alert 1 2 3 4 5 
33. Ashamed 1 2 3 4 5 
34. Inspired 1 2 3 4 5 
35. Nervous 1 2 3 4 5 
36. Determined 1 2 3 4 5 
37. Attentive 1 2 3 4 5 
38. Jittery 1 2 3 4 5 
39. Active 1 2 3 4 5 
40. Afraid 1 2 3 4 5 
 
 
Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale 
Schadenfreude and Empathy  Adapted from (Batson, Batson, Friffitt, Barrientos, Brandt, 
Sprenglemeyer & Bayly, 1989; James et al., 2014) 
 





This scale consists of a number of words that describe different feelings and emotions.  Read 
each item and then circle the appropriate answer next to that word.  Indicate to what extent you 
have felt this way during the past week. 
 
Use the following scale to record your answers. 
(1) = Very 
slightly or not 
at all 
(2) = A little (3) = Moderately (4) = Quite a bit (5) = Extremely 
 
                                          (1)Not at all (2)          (3)            (4)          (5)           
1. Amused (S) 1 2 3 4 5 
2. Satisfied (S) 1 2 3 4 5 
3. Pleased (S) 1 2 3 4 5 
4. Happy (S) 1 2 3 4 5 
5. Relieved (S) 1 2 3 4 5 
6. Sympathetic 
(E)(S) 
1 2 3 4 5 
7. Compassionate (E) 1 2 3 4 5 
8. Warm (E) 1 2 3 4 5 
9. Soft-hearted (E)  1 2 3 4 5 
10. Tender (E) 1 2 3 4 5 
11. Moved (E)  1 2 3 4 5 
  
 
Interview Questions  
In a previous journal study, we had undergraduate participants make monthly audio recordings 
where they talked about the events in their lives. We also recorded interviews with the 
participants, where they were asked to provided their honest responses to a variety of questions 
designed to help others get to know them. Although the participant in the audio recording you 
are about to hear answered many different questions during his interview, we selected 7 
questions and answers that best describe the participant for you to hear. Afterward, you will be 




Target Narcissism Manipulation Check 
 
 
Outcome Condition  
The next part of the study contains another audio recording from Brett’s participation in the 
journal study. You will listen to one of Brett’s audio recordings where he describes a recent 
experience. Afterward, you will be asked to answer some questions about the recording. Again, 
you will first see a question, then Brett’s answer below in the form of an audio recording. 







Please ensue that the volume of your device is turned on and put on your headphones, and make 
sure you are in a quiet area so you can hear the audio recording. Please read the question 
carefully, and then click the play button to listen to the audio recording. 
 
Next, you will be answering some questions about your opinions on the experience Brett has just 
described. 
  
 Deservingness and Attributions  
 
The following statements inquire about your opinions in regards to how you felt while listening 
to Brett talk about his experience. Please read each statement and record your responses using 
the scale provided.  
 
13. Brett deserves this outcome. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
14. Brett deserved to have this experience. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
15. In terms of this experience, I feel that Brett sort of had it coming. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
16. I feel that Brett was responsible for his experience. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
17. I feel that Brett is responsible for the outcomes he experienced. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
18. I feel that Brett is responsible for the social outcomes he experienced. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
19. I feel that Brett deserves the academic outcomes he experienced. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
 
In thinking about the events that led up to Brett’s experience: 
3. To what extent do you think Brett caused this experience? 
Totally not due to 
Brett 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Totally due to Brett 
 
4. To what extent do you think something about Brett’s situation (i.e., circumstances beyond 
his control) caused the experience? 
Totally not due to 
their situation 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Totally due to their 
situation 
 
PANAS/Schadenfreude/Empathy Post Condition 
 
Listed below are a number of words that describe feelings and emotions. Read each item and 
then circle the appropriate answer next to that word. Indicate to what extent you felt this way 
while listening to Brett talk about his recent experience.  
 





 Use the following scale to record your answers. 
(1) = Very 
slightly or not 
at all 
(2) = A little (3) = Moderately (4) = Quite a bit (5) = Extremely 
     
1. Interested(P) 1 2 3 4 5 
2. Distressed(P) 1 2 3 4 5 
3. Excited(P) 1 2 3 4 5 
4. Upset(P) 1 2 3 4 5 
5. Strong(P) 1 2 3 4 5 
6. Guilty(P) 1 2 3 4 5 
7. Scared(P) 1 2 3 4 5 
8. Hostile(P) 1 2 3 4 5 
9. Enthusiastic(P) 1 2 3 4 5 
10. Proud(P) 1 2 3 4 5 
11. Irritable(P) 1 2 3 4 5 
12. Alert(P) 1 2 3 4 5 
13. Ashamed(P) 1 2 3 4 5 
14. Inspired(P) 1 2 3 4 5 
15. Nervous(P) 1 2 3 4 5 
16. Determined(P) 1 2 3 4 5 
17. Attentive(P) 1 2 3 4 5 
18. Jittery(P) 1 2 3 4 5 
19. Active(P) 1 2 3 4 5 
20. Afraid(P) 1 2 3 4 5 
21. Amused(S) 1 2 3 4 5 
22. Satisfied(S) 1 2 3 4 5 
23. Pleased(S) 1 2 3 4 5 





24. Happy(S) 1 2 3 4 5 
25. Relieved(S) 1 2 3 4 5 
26. Sympathetic(E) 1 2 3 4 5 
27. Compassionate(E) 1 2 3 4 5 
28. Warm(E) 1 2 3 4 5 
29. Soft-hearted(E) 1 2 3 4 5 
30. Tender(E) 1 2 3 4 5 




Audio Transcript of Positive Outcome Condition  
 
Spend some time describing a situation that has had a significant impact on your life recently in 
some detail.  
 
I would have to say the most significant thing to happen to me recently is winning the lottery. I 
buy those scratch tickets from time to time, but I never really expected to win much from them. 
One day when I was paying for my gas, I decided to grab a Cash for Life ticket, just for fun. I 
scratched it when I got home, and as I started getting closer and closer to the 100,000 dollar prize 
my heart was racing. Then I scratched off the last winning symbol and I couldn’t believe it. I 
read the rules over so many times to make sure I actually won. It takes so much stress off having 
this money. I used to worry about being able to pay for school and rent and just getting deeper in 
debt all the time. It was going to take me years to pay off my student loans and now I don’t need 
to worry about them, I can just pay my tuition and everything right out. I was living in a dark, 
basement room with a bunch of roommates before, but now I’ve moved out to my own 
apartment. It’s pretty big and gets lots of sun and it’s just a couple blocks from campus. I’ve also 
been able to live it up a bit. I took a trip out west, got a new phone, and bought myself a car. I 
can go out with the boys and not have to worry about having to eat Kraft Dinner for a week if I 
spend too much. Having this money has been a major weight lifted off my shoulders and 














Appendix C – Supplementary Analyses for Study 2  
 
Perceived Target Narcissism  
Multiple linear regression of perceived target narcissism on trait narcissism (FFNI-A) and target 
narcissism condition 
 β t p ΔR2 
Step 1 - - - .83 
    FFNI-A -.01 -.29 .700 - 
    Narcissism Condition .91 64.15 <.001 - 
Step 2 - - - .01 
    FFNI-A X Narcissism Condition -.07 -5.20 <.001 - 
Multiple linear regression of perceived target narcissism on trait narcissism (FFNI-E) and target 
narcissism condition 
 β t p ΔR2 
Step 1 - - - .83 
    FFNI-E .00 .11 .915 - 
    Narcissism Condition .91 63.16 <.001 - 
Step 2 - - - <.01 
    FFNI-E X Narcissism Condition .01 .64 .521 - 
Multiple linear regression of perceived target narcissism on trait narcissism (FFNI-N) and target 
narcissism condition 
 β t p ΔR2 
Step 1 - - - .83 
    FFNI-N .03 1.80 .072 - 
    Narcissism Condition .91 63.68 <.001 - 
Step 2 - - - <.01 
    FFNI-N X Narcissism Condition .05 3.60 <.001 - 
 
Liking 
Multiple linear regression of liking of the target on trait narcissism (FFNI-A) and target 
narcissism condition 
 β t p ΔR2 
Step 1 - - - .72 
    FFNI-A .02 1.07 .283 - 
    Narcissism Condition -.85 -48.47 <.001 - 
Step 2 - - - .02 
    FFNI-A X Narcissism Condition .13 7.37 <.001 - 
Multiple linear regression of liking of the target on trait narcissism (FFNI-E) and target 
narcissism condition 
 β t p ΔR2 
Step 1 - - - .72 
    FFNI-E .02 .98 .326 - 
    Narcissism Condition -.85 -47.08 <.001 - 
Step 2 - - - <.01 
    FFNI-E X Narcissism Condition .03 1.75 .081 - 





Multiple linear regression of liking of the target on trait narcissism (FFNI-N) and target 
narcissism condition 
 β t p ΔR2 
Step 1 - - - .72 
    FFNI-N -.02 -.94 .346 - 
    Narcissism Condition -.85 -47.14 <.001 - 
Step 2 - - - <.01 
    FFNI-N X Narcissism Condition -.05 -2.61 .009 - 
 
Empathy 
Multiple linear regression of empathy towards the target on trait narcissism (FFNI-E), target 
narcissism condition and fall condition  
 β t p ΔR2 
Step 1 - - - .11 
    FFNI-E .07 2.22 .027 - 
    Narcissism Condition -.33 -10.06 <.001 - 
    Outcome Condition -.02 -.63 .530 - 
Step 2 - - - .01 
    FFNI-E X Narcissism Condition -.02 -.51 .613 - 
    FFNI-E X Outcome Condition .01 .34 .731 - 
    Narcissism Condition X Outcome Condition -.09 -2.82 .005 - 
Step 3 - - - <.01 
    FFNI-E X Narcissism Condition X Outcome Condition .-.03 -9.96 .338 - 
Multiple linear regression of empathy towards the target on trait narcissism (FFNI-N), target 
narcissism condition and fall condition  
 β t p ΔR2 
Step 1 - - - .11 
    FFNI-N -.05 -1.39 .166 - 
    Narcissism Condition -.32 -9.98 <.001 - 
    Outcome Condition -.02 -.63 .527 - 
Step 2 - - - .01 
    FFNI-N X Narcissism Condition -.02 -.73 .468 - 
    FFNI-N X Outcome Condition -.04 -1.12 .263 - 
Multiple linear regression of empathy towards the target on trait narcissism (FFNI-A), target 
narcissism condition and fall condition  
 β t p ΔR2 
Step 1 - - - .11 
    FFNI-A .02 .45 .651 - 
    Narcissism Condition -.33 -10.10 <.001 - 
    Outcome Condition -.02 -.75 .453 - 
Step 2 - - - .01 
    FFNI-A X Narcissism Condition .02 .61 .543 - 
    FFNI-A X Outcome Condition .02 .67 .505 - 
    Narcissism Condition X Outcome Condition -.09 -2.73 .007 - 
Step 3 - - - .01 
    FFNI-A X Narcissism Condition X Outcome Condition .09 2.66 .008 - 





    Narcissism Condition X Outcome Condition -.09 -2.67 .008 - 
Step 3 - - - <.01 
    FFNI-N X Narcissism Condition X Outcome Condition -.04 1.15 .252 - 
 
Schadenfreude 
Multiple linear regression of schadenfreude/pleasure on trait narcissism (FFNI-A), target 
narcissism condition and fall condition  
 β t p ΔR2 
Step 1 - - - .32 
    FFNI-A .15 5.49 <.001 - 
    Narcissism Condition -.21 -7.61 <.001 - 
    Outcome Condition .49 18.17 <.001 - 
Step 2 - - - .05 
    FFNI-A X Narcissism Condition .08 3,01 .003 - 
    FFNI-A X Outcome Condition -.08 -2.76 .006 - 
    Narcissism Condition X Outcome Condition -.20 -7.52 <.001 - 
Step 3 - - - .01 
    FFNI-A X Narcissism Condition X Outcome Condition .10 3.56 <.001 - 
Multiple linear regression of schadenfreude/pleasure on trait narcissism (FFNI-E), target 
narcissism condition and fall condition  
 β t p ΔR2 
Step 1 - - - .30 
    FFNI-E .06 1.98 .048 - 
    Narcissism Condition -.21 -7.37 <.001 - 
    Outcome Condition .50 17.74 <.001 - 
Step 2 - - - .04 
    FFNI-E X Narcissism Condition .03 .94 .346 - 
    FFNI-E X Outcome Condition -.00 -.03 .974 - 
    Narcissism Condition X Outcome Condition -.20 -7.18 <.001 - 
Step 3 - - - <.01 
    FFNI-E X Narcissism Condition X Outcome Condition .01 .33 .745 - 
Multiple linear regression of schadenfreude/pleasure on trait narcissism (FFNI-N), target 
narcissism condition and fall condition  
 β t p ΔR2 
Step 1 - - - .30 
    FFNI-N -.08 -3.01 .003 - 
    Narcissism Condition -.20 -7.27 <.001 - 
    Outcome Condition .50 18.05 <.001 - 
Step 2 - - - .04 
    FFNI-N X Narcissism Condition -.02 -.67 .501 - 
    FFNI-N X Outcome Condition .03 1.10 .271 - 
    Narcissism Condition X Outcome Condition -.20 -7.17 <.001 - 
Step 3 - - - <.01 
    FFNI-N X Narcissism Condition X Outcome Condition -.05 -1.94 .053 - 
Deservingness  





Multiple linear regression of perceived deservingness on trait narcissism (FFNI-A), target 
narcissism condition and fall condition  
 β t p ΔR2 
Step 1 - - - .27 
    FFNI-A .16 5.57 <.001 - 
    Narcissism Condition -.05 -1.79 .074 - 
    Outcome Condition .49 17.61 <.001 - 
Step 2 - - - .06 
    FFNI-A X Narcissism Condition .08 2.89 .004 - 
    FFNI-A X Outcome Condition -.05 -1.68 .094 - 
    Narcissism Condition X Outcome Condition -.24 -8.38 <.001 - 
Step 3 - - - <.01 
    FFNI-A X Narcissism Condition X Outcome Condition .04 1.32 .188 - 
Multiple linear regression of perceived deservingness on trait narcissism (FFNI-E), target 
narcissism condition and fall condition  
 β t p ΔR2 
Step 1 - - - .25 
    FFNI-E .05 1.64 .101 - 
    Narcissism Condition -.05 -1.67 .095 - 
    Outcome Condition .50 17.33 <.001 - 
Step 2 - - - .06 
    FFNI-E X Narcissism Condition .04 1.34 .180 - 
    FFNI-E X Outcome Condition -.04 -1.35 .179 - 
    Narcissism Condition X Outcome Condition -.23 -8.07 <.001 - 
Step 3 - - - <.01 
    FFNI-E X Narcissism Condition X Outcome Condition .04 1.36 .176 - 
Multiple linear regression of perceived deservingness on trait narcissism (FFNI-N), target 
narcissism condition and fall condition  
 β t p ΔR2 
Step 1 - - - .27 
    FFNI-N -.12 -4.32 <.001 - 
    Narcissism Condition -.05 -1.60 .110 - 
    Outcome Condition .50 17.76 <.001 - 
Step 2 - - - .05 
    FFNI-N X Narcissism Condition -.02 -.64 .523 - 
    FFNI-N X Outcome Condition .02 .74 .461 - 
    Narcissism Condition X Outcome Condition -.24 -8.13 <.001 - 
Step 3 - - - <.01 
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Appendix D. Variable Correlations for Study 1.  
 






Empathy Attributions Deservingness 
NPI 0.00 9.33 1 .81** .62** .21** .10** -.08* 0.01 .27** .45** 
NARQ-A 0.00 1.21 .81** 1 .63** .25** .17** -.10** .10** .24** .46** 
NARQ-R 0.00 1.32 .62** .62** 1 .23** .20** -.10** -.06 .40** .67** 
Liking 5.66 2.99 .21** .25** .23** 1 -.67** .19** .44** -.07* -.07* 
Perceived Target 
Narcissism 
6.03 2.67 .10** .17** .20** -.67** 1 -.38** -.27** .30** .46** 
Perceived Target 
Morality 
4.87 2.76 -.08* -.10** -.10** .19** -.38** 1 .03 -.11** -.23** 
Empathy 3.30 0.59 -01 .11** -.06 .44** -.27** .03 1 -.27** -.38** 
Attributions 3.84 1.85 .27** .24** .40** -.07* .30** -.11** -.27** 1 .62** 
Deservingness 2.88 1.21 .45** .46** .67** -.07* .46** -.23** -.38** .62** 1 
Note. M and SD are used to represent mean and standard deviation, respectively.  
* indicates p<.05.  









Appendix E. Variable Correlations for Study 2.  
 






Empathy Schadenfreude Deservingness 
FFNI-G 0.00 17.68 1 .29** -.01 .02 -.01 .01 .11** .11** 
FFNI-V 0.00 9.15 .29** 1 -.04 .04 -.03 -.04 -.01 .04 








5.71 2.26 -.01 -.03 .67** -.63** 1 .35** .20** .05 
Empathy 2.46 1.09 .01 -.04 .40** -.32** .35** 1 .45** .10** 
Schadenfreude 2.12 1.16 .11** -.01 .30** -.21** .20** .45** 1 .57** 
Deservingness 2.90 1.19 .11** -.04 .11** -.04 .10** .10** .57** 1 
Note. M and SD are used to represent mean and standard deviation, respectively.  
* indicates p<.05.  
** indicates p<.01. 
PERCEVIED DESERVINGNESS OF NARCISSISTIC INDIVIDUALS 120 
References 
Burgmer, P., Weiss, A., & Ohmann, K. (2021) I don’t feel ya: How narcissism shapes 
empathy, Self and Identity, 20(2), 199-215, doi: 10.1080/15298868.2019.1645730 
Burton, K. A., Adams, J. M., Hart, W., Grant, B., Richardson, K., & Tortoriello, G. (2017). You  
remind me of someone awesome: Narcissistic tolerance is driven by perceived similarity.  
Personality and Individual Differences, 104, 499-503. doi: 10.1016/j.paid.2016.09.019 
Callan, M. J., Ellard, J. H., & Nicol, J. E. (2006). The belief in a just world and immanent justice 
reasoning in adults. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 32(12), 1646-1658. 
doi:http://dx.doi.org.libproxy.wlu.ca/10.1177/0146167206292236 
Callan, M. J., Kay, A. C., & Dawtry, R. J. (2014). Making sense of misfortune: Deservingness,  
self-esteem, and patterns of self-defeat. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology,  
107, 142-162. doi: 10.1037/a0036640  
Cialdini, R. B., Trost, M. R., & Newsom, J. T. (1995). Preference for consistency: The  
development of a valid measure and the discovery of surprising behavioral implications.  
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 69, 318–328. doi: 10.1037/0022- 
3514.69.2.318 
Chrysikou, E. G., & Thompson, W. J. (2015). Assessing cognitive and affective empathy  
through the interpersonal reactivity index: An argument against a two-factor model.  
Assessment, 23(6), 1-9. doi: 10.1177/1073191115599055 
Cragun, O. R., Olsen, K. J., & Wright, P. M. (2020). Making CEO Narcissism Research Great: A 
Review and Meta-Analysis of CEO Narcissism. Journal of Management, 46(6), 908–936. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206319892678 





Crosby, F. (1982). Relative deprivation and working women. New York: Oxford University 
Press. 
Dasborough, M., & Harvey, P. (2017). Schadenfreude: The (not so) secret joy of another’s 
misfortune. Journal of Business Ethics, 141(4), 693-707. 
http://dx.doi.org.libproxy.wlu.ca/10.1007/s10551-016-3060-7 
Davis, M. H. (1983). Measuring individual differences in empathy: Evidence for a  
multidimensional approach. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 44, 113-126.  
doi:10.1037/0022-3514.44.1.113 
de Vignemont, F., & Singer, T. (2006). The empathic brain: how, when and why? Trends in 
Cognitive Sciences, 10(10), 435–441. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2006.08.008 
Edershile, E. A., & Wright, A. G. C. (2020). Fluctuations in grandiose and vulnerable narcissistic 
states: A momentary perspective. Journal of Personality and Social 
Psychology, http://dx.doi.org.libproxy.wlu.ca/10.1037/pspp0000370 
Faul, F., Erdfelder, E., Buchner, A., & Lang, A.-G. (2009). Statistical power analyses using 
G*Power 3.1: Tests for correlation and regression analyses. Behavior Research 
Methods, 41, 1149-1160. 
Feather, N. T. (1999). Judgments of Deservingness: Studies in the Psychology of Justice and 
Achievement. Personality and Social Psychology Review, 3(2), 86–
107. https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327957pspr0302_1 
Feather, N. T. (2006). Deservingness and emotions: Applying the structural model of 
deservingness to the analysis of affective reactions to outcomes. European Review of 
Social Psychology, 17, 38–73. 





Feather, N. T., Mckee, I. R., & Bekker, N. (2011). Deservingness and emotions: Testing a 
structural model that relates discrete emotions to the perceived deservingness of positive 
or negative outcomes. Motivation and Emotion, 35(1), 1-13. 
http://dx.doi.org.libproxy.wlu.ca/10.1007/s11031-011-9202-4 
Glover, N., Miller, J. D., Lynam, D. R., Crego, C., & Widiger, T. A. (2012). The five-factor 
narcissism inventory: A five factor measure of narcissistic personality traits. Journal of 
Personality Assessment, 94, 500-512 
Graham, J., Haidt, J., & Nosek, B. A. (2009). Liberals and conservatives rely on different sets of 
moral foundations. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 96, 1029–1046. 
Graham, J., Nosek, B. A., Haidt, J., Iyer, R., Koleva, S., & Ditto, P. H. (2011). Mapping 
the moral domain. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 101, 366–385. 
Graham, J., Haidt, J., Koleva, S., Motyl, M., Iyer, R., Wojcik, S. P., & Ditto, P. H. (2013, April 
8). Moral Foundations Theory: The Pragmatic Validity of Moral Pluralism. 
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/B9780124072367000024.  
Hamstra, M. R., Sassenberg, K., Van Yperen, N. W., & Wisse, B. (2014). Followers feel valued- 
-When leaders’ regulatory focus makes leaders exhibit behaviors that fits followers’  
regulatory focus. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 51, 34-40. doi:  
10.1016/j.jesp.2013.11.003 
Hepper, E. G., Hart, C. M., & Sedikides, C. (2014). Moving narcissus: Can narcissists be  
empathic? Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 40(9), 1079-1091. Doi:  
10.1177/0146167214535812 
James, S., Kavanagh, P. S., Jonason, P. K., Chonody, J. M., & Scrutton, H. E. (2014). The Dark 
Triad, schadenfreude, and sensational interests: Dark personalities, dark emotions, and 





dark behaviors. Personality and Individual Differences, 68, 211-216. 
http://dx.doi.org.libproxy.wlu.ca/10.1016/j.paid.2014.04.020 
Lamm, C., Batson, C. D., & Decety, J. (2007). The Neural Substrate of Human Empathy: Effects 
of Perspective-taking and Cognitive Appraisal. Journal of Cognitive Neuroscience, 19(1), 
42–58. https://doi.org/10.1162/jocn.2007.19.1.42 
Lerner, M. J. (1987). Integrating societal and psychological rules of entitlement: The basic task 
of each social actor and the fundamental problem for the social sciences. Social Justice 
Research, 1, 107-121. 
Major, B. (1994). From social inequality to Personal Entitlement: The role of Social 
Comparisons, Legitimacy appraisals, and group membership. Advances in experimental 
social psychology (Vol. 26, pp. 293-355). New York: Academic Press. 
Medjedovic, J., & Petrovic, B. (2016). Can there be an immoral morality? Dark personality traits 
as predictors of moral foundations. Psihologija, 49(2), 185–197. 
https://doi.org/10.2298/psi1602185m  
Mikula, G. (1993). On the experience of injustice. European Review of Social Psychology, 4, 
223-244. 
Miller, J. D., & Campbell, W. K. (2010). The case for using research on trait narcissism as a 
building block for understanding narcissistic personality disorder. Personality Disorders: 
Theory, Research, and Treatment, 1(3), 180-191. .doi: 10.1037/a0018229 
Miller, J. D., Hoffman, B. J., Gaughan, E. T., Gentile, B., Maples, J., & Keith Campbell, W. 
(2011). Grandiose and vulnerable narcissism: A nomological network analysis. Journal 
of Personality, 79, 1013-1042. doi: 10.1111/j.1467-6494.2010.00711.x 
Peterson, C., Semmel, A., von Bayer, C., Abramson, L. Y., Metalsky, G. I., & Sligman, M. E. P.  





(1982). The attributional style questionnaire. Cognitive Therapy and Research, 6(3), 287- 
300. doi: 10.1007/BF01173577 
Raskin, R. N., & Hall, C. S. (1979). A narcissistic personality inventory. Psychological Reports,  
45(2), 590. doi: 10.2466/pr0.1979.45.2.590 
Ronningstam, E. (2011). Narcissistic personality disorder in DSM-V--in support of retaining a 
significant diagnosis. Journal of Personality Disorders, 25(2), 248–259. 
https://doi.org/10.1521/pedi.2011.25.2.248 
Rosenberg, M. (1965). Society and the adolescent self-image. Princeton, NJ: Princeton  
University Press. 
Simpson, J. A., & Weiner, E. S. C. (Eds.). (1989). Oxford English Dictionary, Vol. 4 (2nd ed.). 
Oxford, England: Clarendon. 
Singer, T., Seymour, B., O’Doherty, J. P., Stephan, K. E., Dolan, R. J., & Frith, C. D. (2006). 
Empathic neural responses are modulated by the perceived fairness of others. Nature 
(London), 439(7075), 466–469. https://doi.org/10.1038/nature04271 
Watson, D., Clark, L. A., & Tellegan, A. (1988). Development and validation of brief measures  
of positive and negative affect: The PANAS scales. Journal of Personality and Social  
Psychology, 54(6), 1063–1070. doi: 10.1037/0022-3514.54.6.1063 
Zajenkowski, M., Maciantowicz, O., Szymaniak, K., & Urban, P. (2018). Vulnerable and  
grandiose narcissism are differentially associated with ability and trait emotional  
intelligence. Frontiers in Psychology, 9, 1-8. doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2018.01606 
Zhao, A. Y., & Jordan, C. H., (2019). Helping Those Who Are Like Me: Highlighting 
Similarities to Elicit Empathy in Narcissists. Theses and Dissertations (Comprehensive). 
PERCEIVED DESERVINGNESS OF NARCISSISTIC INDIVIDUALS 
 
 
 
125 
2209. 
https://scholars.wlu.ca/etd/2209 
 
